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PREFACE 



Microteaching is a teacher education technique developed by the School 
of Education at Stanford University and first applied as a combined training 
and diagnostic tool in Stanford's teacher intern program in the summer of 1963. 
Essentially constructed, but real teaching, the technique allows teachers to 
apply clearly defined teaching skills to carefully prepared lessons in a planned 
series of five to ten -minute encounters with a small group of real students, 
often with an opportunity to observe the results on videotape. Its distinction 
lies in the opportunity it provides teachers for immediate and individual 
diagnostic evaluation of teacher performance by colleagues, supervisors and 
participating students and for measuring progress in specific teaching techniques. 
As an adjunct to either pre -service teaching experience in the school or in-service 
programs of teacher improvement, micro -teaching, we feel, adds relevance to 
training procedures that have heretofore had the limited merit of theoretical 
discussions followed with trial by fire . 

Building on its initial effectiveness, we have continued to evaluate and 
upgrade the microteaching program each year . We continue to build new 
patterns for its use and to identify and amend its shortcomings. Asa vehicle 
for research on the teaching-learning process and teacher behavior, the 
microteaching program has given us new insight into these phenomena and 
suggested areas of further study . 
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We offer this collection of documents not as a conceptual framework for 
a micro -teaching program, but as a record of our working experience as the 
program enters its fifth year . We do feel this experience should encourage 
those concerned with improving the quality of instruction to consider the 
further investigation of micro -teaching as a new approach to controlled 
practice in teaching. 



Dwight W. Allen 

Associate Professor of Education 
Stanford University, Stanford, California 



September 1967 
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SECTION I 



Introducticn to the 1967 Edition, 
1967 Micro -Teaching Schedule 



INTRODUCTION TO THE 1967 EDITION 



This edition goes to the collater as the 1967 summer session is in progress . 

The reader will get the basic picture of the 1967 clinic by first reading the description 
of the 1966 clinic by Cooper and Stroud, and then looking at the micro -teaching schedule 
for 1967 which is on the following page. Major changes are the inclusion of a 40 -minute 
20-pupil diagnostic lesson at both tlie beginning and end of the summer, the use of an 
experimental clinical training session during tbe first two weeks of microteaching, 
the addition of a new communication skill, and the attempt to use a ’’preteach" and a 
"reteach" during the micro -class. 

Answers are being systematically sought to the following questions this summer: 

(1) What additional or different information does one get by examining a 40 -minute, 

20 pupil diagnostic lesson as compared to that gained from a 5 minute 4 pupil 
diagnostic? 

(2) What effect does the order of skills practiced have on the attainment of the skills? 
(asked in relation to reinforcement and silence) 

(3) What modeling procedures produce the most powerful change in intern behavior - 
symbolic (written), perceptual (videotape), or reinforcement (each is his own 
model)? 

4 

(4) Does a 24 hour planning interval between a teach and a reteach give greater behavior 
change than a brief 15 -minute planning interval. 

(5) Does the use of a reteach or a preteach (trying an excerpt of the next day’s lesson 
with a comparable group of students) enhance the intern’s ability to use the skill 
being practiced? 



Richard J. Clark 
Coordinator of Supervision 



August, 1967 



MICRO-TEACHING SCHEDUl-E - SUMMER. 1967 
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You will receive training in using each of the skills. Through July 11 this training will be 
given entirely within the micro- teaching clinic. The following training lectures are anticipated, 

July 12- completeness of communication, July 17-completeness of conmunication in retrospect, July 19-set and closure 

July 25 -stimulus variation July 31 - inquiry 
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SECTION II 

Micro -Teaching, Summer 1966, 

Appendix A - Materials 
Appendix B - Tables 

Appendix C - Description of Micro -Teaching 

Micro -Teaching 1966 Summer Schedule 




THE STANFORD SUMMER MICRO - TEACHING CLINIC, 1966 



by 

James M. Cooper 
and 

Thomas Stroud 

Sta.3aford University 
School of Education 
Stanford, California 



MICRO -TEACHING SUMMER 1966 



Micro -teaching is a scaled-down teaching encounter which has been developed 
at Stanford University to serve 3 purposes: (1) as preliminary experience and 
practice in teaching, (2) as a research vehicle to explore training effects under 
controlled conditions, and (3) as an in-service training instrument for experienced 
teachers. In micro -teaching the trainees are exposed to variables in classroom 
teaching without being overwhelmed by the complexity of the situation . They are 
required to teach brief lessons ( 5 to 25 minutes) in their teaching subject, to a 
small group of pupils (up to 5) . These brief lessons allow opportunity for intense 
supervision, video -tape recording for immediate feedback, and the collection and 
utilization of student feedback . The research to be reported in this article was 
done in the fourth micro -teaching summer clinic which was held as a pre -internship 
training program for the Stanford SecondaryTeacher Education Program for 1966. 

As in past micro -teaching clinics the focus was on instructing the interns 
in the use of certain technical skills of teaching, and allowing the interns the 
opportunity of practicing these skills in the micro -teaching clinic under the close 
supervision of a trained supervisor . 

Planning and Objective of Micro -Teaching, Summer, 1966 

Prior to the 1966 micro -teaching clinic a series of seminars was held to discuss, 
refine, and reformulate the structure and objectives of the program. The Stanford 
Teacher Education Program staff headed by Drs . Allen, Bush, and McDonald 
developed the following teaching skills for the summer clinic : 

1. Reinforcement 

2 . Varying the Stimulus 



3. Presentation Skill - Set Induction 
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4. Plresentation Skill - Lecturing and use of A-V 

5. Illustrating and Use of Examples 

6 Presentation Skill - Closure 

7 . Student-Initiated Questions 

Also included were two experimental training studies . During the 3rd week 
an experiment was conducted on higher order questioning techniques . In the 7th 
week an experiment dealing with techniques of discipline and control was conducted. 
The results of these experiments will not be reported heare as they were conducted 
under the auspices of the Stanford Research and Development Center in Teaching. 

The Micro -teaching clinic was held in eight classrooms located on Stanford's 
Inner Quad. All of these eight classrooms contained video-tape units, and all 
lessons taught were video-taped. These video-tape units are portable recording 
mstruments which make possible a visual and audio tape of the teaching performance . 
These tapes are available for immediate replay by trained technicians and are used 
as stimulus objects during the supervisory conferences. Each of the eight class- 
rooms were standardly equipped with regard to blackboards, audio -visual equipment, 
and desks . 

The micro -teaching students were recruited from local high schools and were 
trained for a period of 3 hours in die use of the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal 
Guide. In addition, the students received one -half hour's training in the specific 
evaluative instruments of each technical skill the day they were to be taught by interns 
using that skill . These students were paid for their participation during the summer . 
Teams of four students of the same grade level with mixed ability composition ^ades 
8-11) were assigned to each of tlie micro -teaching rooms. 
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They were rotated after each lesson so the reteach sequence would be taught to a 
different, but com parable team , 

The Stanford supervisors were doctoral students selected for their teaching 
competence in their respective subject matter fields . Each supervisor was assigned 
a group of interns ( 4 to 9 interns each) in his area of teaching competency . This 
supervisor served a variety of functions. Among these were: (1) resource person, 

(2) advisor, (3) interpreter of student feedback, (4) rater, and (5) general morale 
booster . The supervisors also received several hours instruction in the use of the 
Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide . There was no opportunity however 
for training in the instruments evaluating the teclinical skills. However, they did 
attend the lectures given to the interns describing each of the skills . 

The Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal <3uide consists of a thirteen 
item, seven -interval, forced choice scale biased toward superior ratings to eliminate 
J-curve effects. This appraisal guide is now in the third year of usage and has been 
subjected to much statistical study . '^fiie guide is the evolution of some seven years 
of Stanford experimentation with and revision of teaching competence scales . The 
scale as such consists of thirteen, semi -independent items constructed from the 
results of a factor analysis on a guide composed of twenty -four items. In several 
studies the guide has had adequate reliability over items fnd has been coimected with 
student test performance in an analysis of covariance test.^ 

In previous summers we have depended on the Stanford Teacher Competence 
Appraisal Guide to evaluate the interns’ competence in the specific teclmical skills 
of teaching. However, there was a dissatisfaction with the Appraisal Guide for' 

^Allen, DvdgiitW., and Fortune, Jimmie C., An Analysis of Micro -Teaching: 

A New Proceduir> in Teacher Education, Stanford uiSvT, Stanford, Caljif . , 1965 . 
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this purpose » Ihe main reason being that the Appraisal Guide was designed to 
measure overall teacher competency . None of the items on the Appraisal Guide 
are specifically designed for any of the technical skills that were die focus of the 
micro -teaching clinic. It was very difficult to tell, for example, which items on 
the Appraisal Guide specifically measured the skUl of reinforcement techniques . 

A decision was made at the beginning of the summer to construct evaluative 
instruments which were designed to measure progress in each of the technical 
skills that were included in the micro -teaching clinic . Because of the pressing 
demands of limited time, these instruments were not validated nor was reliability 
established prior to their use . 

Description of Structure and Format 

There was also another structural change in the micro -teaching clinic this 
year. In previous years the interns would teach a lesson for five minutes, critique 
the lesson with their supervix ^r making use of the video-tape units, and immediately 
reteach the lesson over again to a new group of students . In last years clinic we 
discovered almost no behavior change from the teach to the reteach as measured by 
the students' ratings. An hypothesis was tested this year that tlie reason for the 
lack of improvement between the teach and reteach was because there was not 
sufficient time between the teach and reteach to allow the intern to make sufficient 
behavior changes. This year the format was as follows: (1) teach for 5 minutes, 

(2) critique for 10 minutes, (3) break for 15 minutes so that the intern could plan the 
changes to be made in the reteach lesson (during this break another intern went 
through a 5 -minute teach and 10 minute critique), (4) reteach to a different group 
Of students for 5 minutes, (5) critique for 10 minutes. The total teaching time was 
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10 minutes and the total time allotted for the critique was 20 minutes . The results 
of om' hypothesis will be discussed later in each skill's analysis and in the Summary. 

On the first day of the micro -teaching clinic each of the 145 interns taught a 
five minute diagnostic lesson. The purpose of this first diagnostic lesson was to get 
an evaluation of the interns’ beginning perfoimance, and to expose the interns to 
the Stanford video-tape and supervisory system. Ihe evaluation ratings of the 
interns* performance were made by both a micro -teaching student team and a Stanford 
supervisor on the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide . The Appraisal Guide 
was used here because we wanted to obtain an overall teaching performance evaluation 
ratlier tiiian an evaluation of one particular skill . 

The first two weeks following the diagnostic lesson the interns taught four 
teach -reteach cycles. The first two cycles focused on the skill of Reinforcing 
students in order to obtain increased class participation. Ihe second two cycles 
focused on die technical skill of Varying the Stimulus Situation. 

At the end of the first two weeks there was a seven day break . During this 
break the interns participated in a training study experiment on higher order question- 
ing. Also during this break the interns were organized into team teaching groups 
in their subject matter areas in preparation for micro -teaching during the 4th, 5th, 

6th, and 7th weeks of the clinic . During weeks 5 and 6 the interns taught individual 
lessons of the teach -reteach nature as well as the micro -class type of lesson. 

The micro -class type of lesson presented a different format. Enuring weeks 
4-7 the interns were organized into team teaching groups . In each group there 
were between 2-4 interns . Each group prepared a twelve day teaching unit under 
the direction of an assigned supervisor. The prepared unit was taught to the same 
student team for die entire twelve days . The teaching load was distributed equally 
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among the interns in the form of 20-25 minute lessons with supervisory conferences 
of similar length following . 

Statistical Design and Analysis 

1. Five -Minute Lessons 

As described above, the teach -reteach format, where the intern teaches a 
five -minute lesson and, twenty -five minutes later, reteaches the lesson to another 
class, was used in weeks 1, 2, 5 and 6. The statistical design and analysis of the 
ratings of these lessons, as recorded by the students and supervisors on the technical 
skills instruments, was carried out with the purpose of detecting improvements in 
the interns' performances from the teach to the reteach, and from the first teach - 
reteach cycle to the second cycle of the same skill . Analyses were carried out using 
separately the supervisors' ratings and the mean ratings of the students in the class, 
averaged over all items of the instrument. 

In order to eliminate from the estimated c hanges in perfoinnance any existing 
rating bias in the students, interns were paired off so that if one intern taught class A 
and retaught the lesson to class B, the other Intern in the pair would teach class B 
and reteach class A. Thus improvement in the interns' performances was estimated], 
in an unbiased way, by increases in the combined ratings of the intern-pairs. 
Although this method does not allow assessment of indivdidual interns, statistical 
inferences about the group will have more validity than if the effects of rater bias 
had not been eliminated. The rater -bias effect was shown to be significant in the 
Appraisal Guide ratings of the first diagnostic lesson (see Appendix Table 15), hence, 
it would also be expected to be significant in the ratings of the technical skills . 

Table 1 gives the analysis of the ratings for the skill Reinforcement (Week 1). 
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N is the number of intern-psars for which both teach and reteach ratings were 

available for both interns « If X represents the average gain of two paired interns 

~ — 2 

(interpreting loss as a negative gain), then X =^X/N, s / <N-1), and 

t iSlN X / s . The next column gives the levelat which t is significant (2 -tailed test) . 
The levels considered are .10, .05, .01 and .001, so that "NS" represents a value 
not significant at the .10 level. The quantity >lTs is also listed, as it. gives an 
estimate of the standard deviation of the gains of individual interns , after rater-bias 
effects have been eliminated. The average gain of individual interns is given by X. 
Table 1 shows, for both student ratings and supervisor ratings, all gains to be 
significant except from the first lesson reteach to the second lesson teach. 

The analysis of the ratings for Varying the Stimulus (Week 2) is given in 
Table 2 (Appendix). We note here that the gain from first lesson teach to first 
lesson reteach, as rated by students, was not significant. However, the overall 
gain from first lesson teach to second lesson reteach was more strongly significant 
(.CM31) than the gain within the second lesson (.01). It is also to be noted that the 
supervisor ratings show a significant loss from the first lesson reteach to the 
second lesson teach. 

Illustrating and Use of Examples (Week 5) and Student -Initiated Questions 
(Week 6) each had only one teach -reteadi cycle. The analyses are given in Tables 
3 and 4 respectively. We note that the gains in performance were not significant. 

No supervisors were present for Student -Initiated Questions. Instead, the interns 
rated themselves and also collected the students' ratings. We nolethat student 
ratings were obtained for only 27 intern pairs . It is conjectured that this was because 
the interns kept the forms for the sake of the comments written on them. 
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2. Micro -Classes 

Because there was no teach -reteach cycle in the micro -classes (Weeks 4 
through 7), and because sufficient flexibUity in the teaching pattern was present to 
permit interns to occasionally teach two micro -class lessons in one week (and none 
at all some other week), it was not possible to analyze gains in performance of 
individual interns (or even of intern -pairs). Tables 5, 6, 7 and 8 give the means 
and standard deviations of the ratings. For student ratings, the averages of the 
ratings given by the four students in the class were used. It is for this reason that 
the student ratings have lower standard deviations than the supervisor ratings . 

These quantities are given, item by item, for bodi the Appraisal Guide and the 
technical skills instruments. Since items 12 and 13 of the Appraisal Guide were 
not used consistently by the raters, only the results of the first 11 items are tabulated. 
During Week 7 no specific skill was emphasized, and only the Appraisal Guide was 
used. 

As mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the Stanford Teacher Competence 
Appraisal Guide was used in rating the micro -classes (Weeks 4, 5 and 6), as were 
also the technical skills instruments. One reason for this was to provide data on 
the basis of which one could decide whether the technical skills instruments do, in 
fact, measure variables which are not measured by the Appraisal Guide. The null 
hypothesis was formulated that the interns' performances on die technical skills 
instrument for a given skill could be fully predicted, except for errors of measure- 
ment, by a multiple linear regression on his scores for the same lesson as measured 
by the Appraisal Guide . 

A method of testing this hypothesis, basedon Wilks' /\ -statistic, is described 
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by Rao , pp. 467 -472. The method, essentially, performs a multiple regression of 
the technical skills instrument scores based on the Appraisal Guide scores . An 
observation vector for this regression consists of the itemized Appraisal Guide 
scores of particular lesson by a particular rater, together with the itemized tech- 
nical skills instrument scores of the same lesson by the same rater . The fact that 
some of these sets of scores are ratings of the same lesson by different raters is 
not used at this point. Then a one-way multivariate analysis of variance is performed 
on the regression residuals of the technical skills instrument scores. If .these 
residuals vary significantly from intern to intern, it is concluded that the technical 
skills instrument scores carry information not contained in the Appraisal Guide 
scores. Actually, the multiple regression coefficients never need be computed, 
since the /\ -statistic is based only on determ.inants of the sums-of-products matrices. 

Since this analysis requires several ratings of the same performance, only 
the injdividual student ratings were used. Ratings were used only where both the 
Appraisal Guide and technical skUis instrument ratings of the same performance by 
the same rater were available and identifiable . If an intern taught twice in one week, 
only the ratings from one lesson were used . 

The analysis of the results is presented in Table 9. Wilks’ A is followed 
by m, where m = t - ~ (p -h q + 1). Here p is the number of items on the technical 
skills instruments, q is one less than the number of interns (cf . ”D.F. between” Tables 
10, 11 and 12), and t is the total number of degrees of freedom (one less than the total 

number of ratings obtained). The fifth colunan is -m. In^, whose distribution under 

% 

^Rao, C.R. (1965), Linear Statistical Inference and Its Applications, 

Wiley, New York. — 



o 
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the null hypothesis is approximately chi-square with pq degrees of freedom. • Because 

of the high degrees of freedom, significance was judged on die basis of the normal 

2 

approximation to the chi-dquare, as stated in Arkin and Colton, , p.l21. The 
critical value for significance at the .001 level (one-tailed test) is 3.09. This value 
was exceeded on all three skills, confirming verj^’ strongly the informative value 
of the technical skills instruments . 

When the computation for the above analysis was performed, the sums -of - 

products matrices were printed out, making possible the estimation of reliability 

coefficients for the technical skills instruments, and for the Appraisal Guide as 

used in measuring these technical skills . We do not reproduce the matrices here, 

but we do present the Components of Variance Analysis, which we now describe . 

3 

We use the same mathematical model that is used in test theory . Letting 
X be a rating (observed score) of an intern's performance, we assume X = T + E, 
where T is the true score or performance and E represents measurement errors, 
incorporating all subjective tendencies of the rater . T will be the same for any 
performance, regardless of die rater; whereas E will varjn from rater to rater. 

In this model the T's and E’s are treated as though they hddbeen sampled indepen- 
dently from large, normally distributed populations. Of couj^se the X*s for a 
given performance will be dependent, because of the common tRim T. This model 
coincides exactly with the one-way classification of the Random -£j(ects Model of 
Analysis of Variance, also known as Components of Variance, which is treated 

2 

Arkin, H. and Colton, R.R. (1950), Tables for Statisticians, College 
Outline Series, Barnes & Noble, New York. 

3 

Gulliksen, Harold (1950), Theory of Mental Tests , Wiley, New ^rk . 
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by Graybill . Tables 10, 11 and 12 give the degrees of freedom, and mean squares 

in die analyses of the between -intern and widiin -intern components for Weeks 4, 5 

and 6. The significant F -ratios indicate that the ratings do, in fact, measure 

actual differences between interns. If MS^ and MS^ represent the mean squares 

2 

between and witliin, respectively, dien the variance of the true scores ( t,j, is estimated 

2 

by (MS„ “ M&„) / n and the error variance T- is estimated by MS„,, where the effec- 

i^-r-2 

live number of raters per inten, n, is given by Graybill as n = ■ ■ /v"" , where m 

is the number of raters on the intern, A is the number of interns, and N is the 
total number of ratings used. As mentioned above, the ratings used here were those 
used in the calculation of Wilks’ A. The reliability coefficient of the population is 
defined by r = CT^ / = cr^, / ( + 0“^ ) . Thus the reliability coefficicient^ 

XX 1 A 1 1 Jb; 

2 2 

were estimated by substituting into this formula tlie estimates of QT— and <T . The 

T E 

reliability coefficients may appear low; it must be borne in mind that the subjective 

element in the rating process is appreciable, so that frequently two raters rating 

the same performance will differ more tlian one rater rating two different i^iterns ; 

this will be especially true if tlie group of interns is fairly homogeneous. 

In order to assess die progress of the interns throu^ the micro -class portion 

of the program, a two sample t-test was performed on weeks 4 and 7, as rated by 

the Appraisal Guide. Table 13 was constructed on the basis of the data, in Tables 

5 and 8, showing the mean gain from week 4 to weeK7, the pooled variance of 

weeks 4 and 7, and die Students' t -statistic . Since the sample sizes for weeks 4 

2 

and 7 were almost equal, the pooled variance s was obtained by averaging the 

P 



squared standard deviations for weeks 4 and 7 , To obtain t, the mean gain was 
multiplied by the facto 



1 



SJI / Nj . J. / N^) 



53 



2 taking N, = N„ = 106 . 

- 4 % 



|« 

Graybill, F.A. (1961) Introduction to Linear Statistical Models, McGraw-Hill, New Yorl 
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Under the assumption of equal variances for weeks 4 and 7, significance for the 
t-ration was calculated on the basis of 210 degrees of freedom . It can be deduced 
frojA the data in Tables 5 and 8 that this assumption fails to hold m four cases 
-^marked with asterisks in Table 13). However, because the sample sizes are almost 
equal, dropping the assumption of equal variances is equivalent (assuming approxi- 
mate normality) to merely a small drop in degrees of freedom, which does not 
change the significance level for any of these 4 items . 

Table 13 shows a general increase in scores from Week 4 to Week 7 as 
rated by the students, and a general decrease as rated by the supervisors. These 
trends are confirmed by a survey of the micro -class data for Weeks 5 and 6. 

Althou^ the reason for this phenomenon is not evident , the ratings were taken 
three weeks apart, and it is possible that the rating patterns of either the students 
or the supervisors did not remain constant over this period of time . 

3. Diagnostic Scores 

Means and standard deviations of the initial and final diagnostic scores, as 
rated by students and supervisors, is presented item -by -item, in Table 14. The 
mean gains are also presented; and, for the total of the first 11 Appraisal Guide 
items, both the mean and standard deviation of the gains appears . The gain for 
each intern is simply his final score minus his initial score . The null hypothesis 
that the mean gain is zero is tested and rejected at a very high level of significance 
(beyond the .00001 level) . 

The above analysis was carried out ignoring the effects of rater bias . A 




one-way analysis of variance (Tables 15 and 16) shows, however, that the effect of 
rater bias is significant, i.e., that one rater (superivor or class of students) will 
have a constant tendency to rate above or below another rater . The analysis is 
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carried out item by item for students (class averages) and for supervisors on the 
initial diagnostic scores (Table 15) and the final diagnostic scores (Table 16). 

Description of Content 
1. Reinforcement 

During the one hour instruction session on this skill the interns were 
introduced to the power of reinforcement through the use of examples . Experimental 
evidence and anecdotes were presented regarding reinforcement. The interns were 
also told of the experiment done with the previous year’s interns regarding the use 
of reinforcement to increase student participation. Thus success of this exper;lment 
is what prompted the incorporation of reinforcement as a technical skill for this 
summer’s micro -teaching. 

7be interns were instructed to reinforce their students responses in the 
micro -teaching classes . This reinforcement was divided into several categories: 

1. ibsitive non-verbal reinforcement 

a . nods and smiles 

b . teacher moves toward pupil 

c . teacher keeps eyes on pupil 

d. teacher writes die pupil’s response on the blackboard 

2. Positive verbal reinforcement 

Following a pupil response the teacher should use words and phrases 

such as '’CSood”, "Excellent”, "Correct", etc., or otherwise 

verbally indicating pleasure at the pupil’s response . 

The interns v;ere also alerted teacher actions and responses which act 
as negative reinforcement and tend to decrease pupil participaticn . For example: 
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a . scowls or frowns 

b. moves away from pupil 

c . eyes not on pupil 

d. responses such as "No”, "Wrong", and "That’s not it." 

e . expressions of annoyance or impatience 

At the end of the instruction period the interns were told to plan 5 minute 
lessons of their own choosing, and to concentrate on incorporating the ideas of 
positive reinforcement into their lessons in order to obtain increased participation . 

Results of Reinforcement Training 

In order to measure the results of the reinforcement training a special 
evaluative instrument was drawn up. See Appendix . As has been previously 
mentioned the hitems had four opportunities (two teach -reteach cycles) to practice 
the skill of reinforcement. Number 1 refers to the first teach, number 2 to the 
first reteach, number 3 to the second teach, and number 4 to the second re teach. 
Improvement between lessons 1 and 2 was significant to the p^.OOl level, but 
improvement was not significant between lessons 2 and 3, as measured by botli 
students' and supervisor ratings . Between lessons 3 and 4 there was improvement 
si^ificant to the .05 level for student ratings, and .001 for the supervisor ratings. 
Between lessons I and 4 there was a gaiin in level of performance significant to the 
.001 level for both students' and supervisor ratings. 

One hypothesis for the lack of significant improvement between lessons 2 
and 3 is that a time period of two days elapsed between these lessons, and the 
effects of one day’s practice was not sustained during this two day layoff. 

Another hypothesis is that these two lessons, 2 and 3, were different in 
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contBnt, and in lesson 2 diis was the second time the intern had received the benefit 
of a critiquing session on lesson 1, but had not received a prior critiquing for lesson 
3, because that lesson content had not been taught before . For the statistical analysis 
of the data see Appendix B , page 1 . 

2. Varying the Stimulus 

For an edited transcription of the one hour instruction session presented to 
trie interns on the skill of varying the stimulus see Appendix A , page 2 . As v/ith 
all the other technical skills a special evaluative instrument was constructed to 
measure the- characteristics unique to Varying tlie Stimulus . See Appendix A , 
page 7 , for this instrument and for an edited transcription of the instruction given 
to the interns . 

The students’ ratings shov/ed no significant gain between lessons 1 and 2, or 
2 and 3. For lessons 3 and 4 there was a positive improvement significant to the 
.01 level. Between lessons 1 and 4 there was an improvement significant to the .001 
level . 

Supervisory ratings showed a positive improvement significant to the .001 
level for lessons 1 and 2, 3 and 4, and 1 and 4. For lessons 2 and 3 there was a 
regression in performance level significant to tlie .05 level. 

Conclusions 

1 . For the first time during the clinic a strong discrepancy appeared between 
the students’ ratings and that of the supervisors . This phenomena will appear again 
in later skills. An interesting conclusion that we have drawn is that the students' 
ratings are more reliable than super'^isors’ ratings . Our reasoning is something 
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like this: A supervisor will critique an intEm's lesson during the teach cycle and 
point out certain aspects, which if changed, he believes will improve the lesson. 

On the reteach the intern incorporates the change into the lesson, and the super- 
visor then judges the lesson to be superior to die earlier one because the intern 
performed the suggested changes . On die other hand, two independent groups of 
students judged the first teach and reteach lessons to be of about the same perform- 
ance level . Because of this reasoning we have for the last three years of micro - 

teaching used student ratings as being the more accurate measure of change in 

$ 

performance . An alternative hypothesis is that the students may not be able to 
distinguish improvement changes either through a lack of training, so^iistication, 
or some other reason. However, because this descrepant phenomenon occurs 
mostly on the first lesson teach-reteach (1 and 2) and not on other comparisons, 
we tend to believe the fault in measurement lies with the supervisors and not with 
the students. 

2 . Following this line of reasoning, that the supervisors tended to overate 
the first reteach lesson (2), then a comparison of 2 and 3 should show a drop in 
ratings since 3 was the second teach, and the supervisors had no vested interest 
in terms of havijag already made suggestions for improvement . And, in fact, a 
comparison of 2 and 3 shows a drop in the t ratio to -2 .19 , as compared to 1 and 
2 t ratio of 4 7.. 80 (significant to the .001 level). Tlie t ratio of lessons 2 and 3 
(-2.19) was also significant (.05 level). See Appendix B , page 2 for the statistical 
data. 

3. Presentation Skill - Set 

An edited transcription of the presentation to the interns regarding the 
technical skill of Set Induction may be found in Appendix A , page 8 . It should be 
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noted that the mi'iro -teaching lesson for this skill was of 20-25 minute duration' 
ratiher than the 5 minute teach -rc teach cycle. There was no reteach cycle for the 
longer micro -class lessons. In addition to the specific evaluative instrument used 

ior the skill of Set Induction , Appendix A , page 12 , each of the lessoxiys was also 

. 1 ; • 

raced on the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide, Appendix a » page 29 . 
by both studeLts and supervisor . Because of the longer length of the lesson the 
Appraisal Guide was well -suited to its use m this situation. Another reason for 
ushig J^oth the tecanical skill instrument and the Appraisal Guide was to get some 
sort of comparison of the two instruments . We wished to determine if the, specific 
technical skill instrument measured anything different from the Appr^H^S^Guide . 
This question v/as answered in the affirative to the .001 level of significance for 
this skill as well as die other two technical skills measured in the Micro -class 
context (Lecturing and Use of A-V, and Closure). See Statistical Design and 
Analysis for further discussion. 

4. Lecturing and U se of A-'V . 

An hour lectv/e was presented to the interns dealing with the presentation 
skill of Lecturing and t e use of Audio-Visual media to supplement die lecture 
(Appendix A, page 13 ). 'ihe mtems then practiced tliis skill in the 20 minute Micro 
class, and were rated on both the specific instrument designed for lecturing and 
the Apprais/al Guide . (See Statistical Design and Analysis for further discussion) 

5, Illustrating and Use of Examples 

Again, as with the other skills, the interns were given a one hour presenta- 
tion on the technique of using examples to illustrate certain points or concepts . 

See Appendix A, page 19 » for a copy of the instruction given to the interns. Also 
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see Appendix A, page22 , for the evaluative instrument for this skill. The interns 
practiced this skill in the 5 minute teach -re teach cycle rather than the 20-25 minute 
micro -class. There was only one teach -re teach cycle for this skill, as opposed 
to the two cycles given for Reinforcement and Varying the Stimulus . 

Conclusions 

Once again the discrepancy between student ratings and supervisor ratings 
appeared for a first lesson teach -reteach comparison. ‘There was no significant 
differences in student ratings of 1 as compared with 2 . However, supe‘rvisory 
ratings between i and 2 showed an improvement significant to the .001 level , 

' * ’i 

See Appendix B , page 3 . 

6. Presentation Skill - Closure 

For this particular skill only a brief amout of time - 15 minutes - was spent 
oh presenting it to the interns . This shortness of time was mainly a function of the 
demands of the schedule rather than an indication of the worth of die particular 
skill . A description of what was told to the interns may be found in Appendix a » 
page 23 . This skill was practiced within the 20 minute micro -class context. The 
evaluative instrument for the skill of Closure can be found in Appendix A , page 24 . 
(See Statistical Design and Analysis for further discussion) 

7. Student Initiated Questions 

Previous to the meeting of this instruction period the interns were given two 
sheets of paper with a description of a discrepant event. The interns were to hypo- 
thesize solutions to diis event before the meeting of the instruction group. See ‘ 
Appendix A , page25 . 
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The iBstructor then proceeded to elicit responses from the interns as to 
why tilie students dklA't ask questions. The instructor told the group of interns 
tiaat he had some information that they didn’t have about the problem . The approach 
was an inductive one . 

The interns were then asked to construct or think of a discrepant event in 
their subject area to present the students in micro -teaching the next two days . An 
evaluative instrument was devised to test the interns’ application of this technique. 

One point should be noted. During the teach -reteach cycle there was no 
supervisor present in the room with the intern and the students . The students 
commented on the lesson as usual, gave their evaluations to the intern, and the 
intern proceeded to observe the video-tape by himself. The purpose for the ab- 
sence of the supervisor was to begin to develop the process of self -critiquing. 

The interns were instructed to fill out a questionnaire, see page 28in the Appendix, 
part of which was to be completed prior to the first teach, part between the te^ch 
and reteach, and the last question after the reteach. Tlie interns were then to ^ 
meet with their supervisors later in the day or the next day to observe the video- 
tape together. The supervisor was able to see what the intern’s objectives were, 
how successfully tliey were carried out, what changes had been planned for the 
reteach, and how successful the intern thought he had been . There were generally 
favorable reactions on the part of supervisors and interns to this attempt at self- 
critiquing. 

An analysis of the students’ ratings showed no significant improvement be- 
tween lessons 1 and 2 , There was no second teach -reteach cycle. See Appendix 
B , page 3 . 



- 20 



8. A Comparison of the Preaid Post “Diagnostic Lessons . 

ITie best measure of the interns* total progress during the course of the 
summer Micro -teaching Clinic is given by a comparison of the 1st diagnostic lesson, 
given the first day of the clinic and the 2nd diagnostic lesson, given the last day of 
tile clinic . Both of ttiese lessons were of 5 minute duration and both were rated on 
the Appraisal Guide , Tiie results showed that for both students and supervisors 
the mean increase in the ratings was highly significant - far beyond the .00001 
level. For an item -by -item analysis see Table 14. 

It must be remembered that one set of ratings was taken at the beginning of 
tile summer, while the other set of ratings was taken at the end of the summer . 

♦ * 

We have no evidence which tells us how much the raters* criteria and judgment 
changed during the course of the summer. However, we have no evidence that 
their criteria did change, or, if it did, in what direction the change occurred. 
Summary 

The 1966 micro -teaching experience again proved to be a very valuable one 
for the interns in the Stanford Teacher Education Program. Tlie best evidence for 
this are the significant gains shown from tlie first diagnostic to the final diagnostic 
of the summer . 

1 . Once again the difference between supervisor and student 
ratings on reteach lessons was demonstrated. Our con- 
clusions from previous micro -teaching clinics were 
sustained again - that student ratings are probably a more 
accurate measure of behavior change than the supervisor 
ratings . 

2 . Only one significant change occurred between lessons 1 and 
2 (Reinforcement skill) but in both cases when there were 
lessons 3 and 4 for a technical skill, significant improvement 
occurred. This suggests that perhaps one teach -reteach 
cycle is not enough to obtain significant behavior change, 
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2. (Cont'd) 

and that an additional teach -reteach cycle for each skill 
might be necessary in order to achieve significant 
improvement. 

3 . Although the validity and reliability for the specific 
evaluative technical skills instruments have not been 
established, they probably offer more face validity 

for measuring teaching behavior change on the particular 
skill than does tiie more global Stanford Teacher Compe- 
tence Appraisal Guide . More development of these 
instruments should prove profitable for future micro - 
teaching training clinics . Training in the use of the 
Appraisal Guide and the specific technical skills instru- 
ments is strongly recommended for both supervisors 
and students . 

4. Last year’s micro -teaching clinic showed few significant 
changes between tlie teach and reteach lessons as measured 
by students' ratings. It was hypothesized that this was 

due to the fact that interns were required to reteach 
immediately upon the completion of the critique session 
with the supervisor . It was thought tliat if tiie interns 
had a fifteen -minute break between the teach and reteach 
lessons they would have more time to replan their lessons 
in order to improve on the reteach. The results were 
mixed . Improvement was made between lessons 3 and 4 
(teach -reteach) when diere were two teach -reteach cycles 
(Reinforcen' mt and Varying the Stimuii’is) and between lessons 
1 and 2 for Reinforcement. No improvement was noted be- 
tween lef^sons 1 and 2 for Varying tlie Stimulus, Illustrating 
and Use of Examples, and Student -Initiated Questions. This 
should not be taken to mean that the fifteen minute prepara - 
tidn was ineffective, however. Another possible explanation 
for the lack of improvement in lessons 1 and 2 has already 
been noted above under #2 . The fifteen minute preparation 
time should be and will be further investigated in the Micro- 
Teaching Clinic, 1967. 

5. The video-tape recorder plays an important role in the 
supervisory process in micro -teaching . The staff at Stanford 
is convinced that the most inefficient use of the video-tape is 
to replay the entire lesson and just sit and watch it. The 
supervisor needs to point out the specific things (not more 
than one or two) on which he wants the intern to focus . He 
needs to replay small segments to emphasize or clarify certain 
points. In other words, a training course should be required 
of the supervisors in order to make the most effective use of 
the video-tape in the supervisory process. 
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6,, The main purpose of tiie Stanford Micro -teaching Clinic 
was to train our intern teachers in some of the techniques 
related to teaching. Because of our emphasis on training it 
very difficult to maintain strict experimental conditions . 
The results reported in this paper reflect an attempt to 
control as many variables as was possible given the priority 
of training during the micro -teaching clinic. 
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APPE®IX A 



1. Evaluation Sheet « Reinforcement 

2. lecture - Varsring tiie Stimulus 

3* Evaluation Sheet " Vary the Stimulus 
4. Lecture - Set Induction 
5 • Evaluation Sheet - Set Induction 

6. Lecture - Lecturing and Use of A-V 

7. Evaluation Sheet - Lecturing and Use of A-V aids 

8. Lecture - Illustrating arid Use of Examples 

9. Evaluation Sheet - niustrating and Use of Examples 

10. Lecture - Closure 

11. Evaluation Sheet - Closure 

12. Lecture - Student initiated Questions 

13. Evaluation ^eet - Student -Initiated Questions 

14. Appraisal Guide 
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SUBJECT AREA 



RETEACH 



REINFORCEMENT SKILL 



FO.imVE TEACHER COMMENTS 



i o When a student answered a question correctly 
or asked a good question, the teacher rewarded 
him by such words as "Fine", "Excellent", 
'‘Good", "Terrific", etc. 

I POSrnVE TEACHER GESTURES 

2 « Tae teacher encourages tlie students* comments 
I and answers by nonverbal cues such as smiling, 

• ^-^-'^ding his head, writing the student’s answer 

on the blackboard, etc. 

1 NEGA.TIVE TEACHER COMMENTS 

Tni? teacher rarely or never discouraged students 
[ by use of such comments as "No.*" ''Wrong!" 

"That's not it, " "Of course not!", or otherwise 
[ v erbally expressing negative feeling. 

NSO^aiVE TEACHER GESTURES 

ilie teacher rarely or never discouraged 
students by use of such nonverbal actions 
I as frowning, scov/ling, expressions of 

^ £E*2Z?5££» impatience, etc. 

I ENTHUSIASM 

5 c The teacher’s response to the students' 

I questions and comments was enthusiastic • 

COMMENTS: 
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Lecture to Interns 



on 

Varying The Stimulus Situation 

The idea we are trying to get across to you is a simple one - we want you to 
think not only about the preparation of instructional materials, but also about how 
you will pr esent that material . We tiiink that the presentation of most material can 
be enhanced through the use of certain techniques which we will talk about today . 

The experiment which v/as devised to train people in varying the stimulus 
situation came out of a body of theory concerned with the effects of change and 
habituation. The work that has been done points to tiie fact that changes, any 
deviation from the standard, seems to result in higher attention levels . With this 
in mind we asked interns to try out certain techniques which might help to sensitize 
them to this teaching behavior and, more important, diey should serve to keep 
student attention levels at a high level . 

I will give you the instructions that we gave the interns who participated in the 
experiment and in this way you will get acquainted with tlie techniques we would like 
you to practice. 

The training you are to receive is designed to make you, as teacher, more 
aware of the attention producing behaviors that you, as stimulus object, can control. 
During your training you will be staged, like an actor, in certain behaviors. This 
micro "teaching experience is designed toward one goal -- giving you practice in varying 
the stimulus situation , The relatively simple behaviors you will be asked to perform 
fire a very small sample of the kinds of things you can do in the classroom . In no 
way are you to feel limited to the kinds of behaviors we wiU be training. In fact, we 

hope to stimulate you into thinking about the problem and devising stimulus variations 
which suit you and your individual teaching style . 



Our goal for this training is to emphasize six (6) behaviors or behavior patterns 
which we would like you to practice and incorporate into your micro >lessons. We 
feel the intensive practice given today will help you transfer this training to your 
own classroom presentations. 

TRAINING BEHAVIORS 

Movement : Our interest here is in producing visual and aural sensory adjust ** 
ments on the part of the pupil toward you as a stimulus object. We can generalize 
from theories about attention and state that a high number of these sensory adjustments, 
per unit time, will help the teacher keep the students attending to the message of the 
lesson. The teacher behavior required is that of moving throughout the lesson in a 
pattern which insures: 

a) That on numerous occasions the teacher is perceived in both the 
left and right sides of the classroom . 

b) That on numerous occasions the teacher is perceived in both the 
front and back of the teaching space . 

c) That occasionally the teacher moves among and/or behind the 
students . 

Gestures : The goal here is to get 'tou to be more expressive and dynamic in 
your presentations to a class . Hand, head, and body movements are an important 
part of communication. The oral message alone is not as effective in conveying 
meaning as an oral message combined with gestural cues. One can think of the 
effective communications of Marcel Marceau and Harpo Mars as one end of a con- 
tinuum and the relatively dry and lifeless communication of Ed Sullivan as the other 
end of the continuum. Maximum communicative effectiveness probably lies some- 
where in between. 
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Focusing ; The task of the teacher will be to attempt to control exactly, 
through a higlily structured behavior, the direction of student attention. This behavior 
can be produced either through verbal statements, through specific gestural behaviors 
or by some combination of both . Some examples follow : 

a) Verbal Focusing: *' Look at this diagram!'’ ’’ Listen closely to this!" 

"Now, here’s something really important!" "Watch what happens 
when I connect these two points!" 

b) Gestural Focusing: Teacher points to object. Teacher bangs 
blackboard for empliasis . 

c) Combinations of Verbal and Gestural Focusing; "Look at this 
diagram (Teacher points to diagram)!" 

Interaction Styles : The teacher will try to vary the pattern of lesson 
presentation by switching to different interaction styles . Three styles are 
identified below: 

a) Teacher -Group: The teacher is lecturing or demonstrating to all 
students, asks questions to the group at large and is non-specific 
in the presentation. 

b) Teacher -Student: Here the teacher tries to make a point v/ith or for 

\ 

one student or asks a particular student a question . 

c) Student -Student: The teacher can take a student's response and direct 
it to another student for comment or clarification . Another technique 
is for a teacher to have one student explain something to another 
student. The goal here is to have the teacher withdraw briefly from 
the lesson by allowing student-student interactions to occur . 



Hie deliberate pattemiin? of these interaction styles serves to vary the context 



within which content is presented. This should result in a higher level of attention 
than would occur if only a single style were utilized (i.e.y lecturing). 

Pa using: The effectiveness of silence as an attention demanding behavior is 

well known by public speakers and little used by teachers . There is n o reason to 
rus h to fill silent spaces with talk or activity . In fact, there are some interesting 
events that occur when pauses are deliberately inserted into the lesson . First, it 
breaks infoamiational segments into easily processed units . Second, it captures 
attention by reducing the stimuli present (remember, attention is maintained at a 
hi^ level when stimulus change occurs, not just when stimulus intensity is In- 
creased). Third, it probably causes the students to ’’strain” for cues and direction 
since the situation lacks structure. Finally, a distinct pause prepares the students 
for the next unit of teacher behavior . 

Shifting Sensory Channels : By shifting the primary sensory receptors (e.g., 

ears to eyes) being used by the student, a necessary set of adjustments must be made 
by him to receive the teacher’s message. This is not a shift in reception throu£^ 
the same sensory channel as we discussed in the section on movement. In this 
case the emt^sis is on the adjustments that must be made by switching the primary 
receptors. This should insure a higher level of attention. The behaviors the teacher 
must produce are those that shift the primary mode of information transfer. 

Usually the teacher is conveying oral messages; these mi^t be supfiemented 
by visual messages through the use of blackboards, pictures, objects, etc. Tactile 
attention is demanded when the teacher passes around some object or asks students to 
adjust or manipulate some apparatus . In your micro -teaching you are asked to give 



attention to the simplest kinds of sensory shifting. Hiis is oral -visual shifting widi 
the use of the blackboard. 

When using the blackboard or any other visual media, try to rely on the 
visual image to convey meaning without providing any oral cues — that is, if word 
"X” goes on the board, don’t pronounce that this is "X" . Make the student shift from 
listening to watching during the lesson you present. Try to incorporate this technique 
into your micro -lesson. 

SUMMARY 

You have been asked to incorporate into your lesson the following behaviors: 

1) Movements 

2) Gestures 

3) Focusing Behaviors 

4) Changes in Interaction Style 

5) Pausing 

6) Shifting Sensory Channels 

Ihe practice you will gain, with the aid of a supervisor, will help you gain 
confidence in using tiiese behaviors and hopefully stimulate you to try your own 
techniques in your classroom . 

(This presentation was followed by a 5 -minute tape of a negative model and 
then a 5-minute tape of a positive model.) 
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VARIATION OF STIMULUS SITUATION 
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TEACHER MOVEMENTS 

1. At various times during the lesson, the 
teacher was noted in the left, right,, 
forw^ard, and back of tlie teaching s^jace . 
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TEACHER GESTURES 



2. The teacher used gestures (hand, body, 
and head) to help convey extra meaning 

in the presentation of the lesson 1 

FOCUSING 

3. When the teacher wanted to emphasize a 
point, it was clearly stressed through 
the use of gestures (e.g., pointing, 
banging on the board, etc . ) or through 
the use of verbal expressions (e.g. 

"Listen closely," "Watch this," etc. ) 
or by combining both gestural and 

verbal acts . 1 

INTERACTIONS 

4 . The teacher varied the kind of participation 
required of the students. That is, students 
could be directly called on, group questions 
were asked, student -student interchange could 

occur. Students could role-play, go to the board, 
etc. The teacher is to mix these various techni- 
ques . 1 

PAUSING 

5 . The teacher gave the students time to 
think or get ready for new ideas by 
using silence . That is, all teacher 
activity ceased for short time periods. 1 

ORAL-VISUAL SWITCHING 
6. The teacher uses visual material (words on 
blackboard, objects, pictures, etc. (in such a 
way that the student must look to get the informa - 
tion. That is, the teacher doesn't say what the 
object or word is but refers to it in the lesson 
making the student look, not listen to what is going on 1 
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Observers have noted that intern -teachers usually do not spend much time preparing 
a class for an activity. They frequently say, ’’Read this story tonight for homework, " or 
‘'Watch this demonstration carefully" and expect that there will be a classful of rapt and 
eager eyes and minds anxious to learn as much as possible. The purpose of the week’s 
micro -teaching activity is to get the interns to think about and practice giving a class 
as much preparation as possible for an oncoming activity. The goal is for the micro- 
teaching class to understand what is going to take place, what is the goal of the activity, 
and to have as much lieip as possible in being able to perform what is expected of them . 



MICRO-TEACHING: FOURTH WEEK ACTIVITY --SET TRAINING 



I 

In the micro ' teaching lesson for next week, you should use five or ten minutes 
of the 25 minuter:: you hav e available to introduce an activity: a lecture, reading assignment, 
book report, committee presentation, movie, filmstrip, or what have you . Then you will 
proceed to teach the activity. 



riii, 



The problem which faces you and which faces every teacher at least twice each classroom 
period, is that of finding those introductory remarks (or procedures) v^ich will produce 
the maximum payoff in learning. That is, what introduction to an activity can you deyise 
which v/ill produce the maximum payoff in learning. That is, what introduction to an 
activity can you devise which will produce the maximum in subsequent learning? 



Throughout this material, v/e sliall not be content to use the simple and useful 
word, "Introduction/' Instead, in the service of precision and as a result of educational 
training, we shalbiuse more jargoned expressions such as "pre -instructional pro- 
cedures" or "instructional cets." Roth refer to words or activities which precede 
the actual business of instruction. 



EXAMPLES OF RESEARCH ON INSTRUCTIONAL SET: 



The concept of nrc-inGtructionai nrocedure or set comes from research on learning 
and tlie theory whic’i has :ed and developer from that research . This research appears ^ 
to indicate that the activities v/hich precede a learning task have an influence upon the 
outcome of that task, and dial some instructional sets promote learning better than others. 

If some instructional sets aie superior to others, then each teacher is faced with the need 
to find those types of sets which will be mor t useful for his purposes and to modify these sets 
to fit the specific classroom cituation. 



In our own experience we have many examples of prior instructions influencing 
our responses in a nev/ situation, if we heave been told that a newly met person is a 
brilliant scientist, a slob, a straight anew, or a contrite convict, we will notice 
and respond to different v;ord 3 and signais during the conversation and what we "learn" 
during the conv’ersatlon will depend, partly, upon our prior instruction. Similarly, 
if ^e are told that tomorrow’s test is hard or easy, essay or objective, we will study 
differently according to the instructions . 

t 

\ 



o 



PRH -INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES (cont'd) 



p. 2 



Left us suppose that you wish the class to read Chapter 3 in their textbook 
as homev^ork, and Chapter 3 is about Andrew Jackson and the changes which took 
place under the reign of "Andrew!/' The "problem" which faces you is, what remarks 
or activities will produce the greatest learning for the next day. You could say, I 
suppose, "Now class, for tomorrow I want all of you to read Chapter 3 in the text." 

Such a wealc set would probably produce the usual response, and the next day you'll 
discover that half of the class has not read the rssignment and the remainder claim 
that they studied but are unable to ans wer your discussion questions . 

To improve your set. you might try: "For tomorrow, I want you to read 
Chapter 3 in the text and come to class prepared for a discussion." This last 
sentence is an improvement because it gives the student more information about 
his goal, that of preparation for a discussion. But despite the obviousness of tlie 
addition, the student may need a good deal more help before he is able to prepare 
himself for the next day's discussion. What will you discuss? What points should he 
consider as he reads? V'hat should he focus on while he reads? How should he use 
his past information? Should he learn frxts or principles? Should he compare, contrast, 
both or neither? 

A sufficient set. then, is one v/hich gives the student adequate preparation so 
that while he gees through the activity he is able to come as close to the goals as you wish . 



PRE -INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES (cont*d) 



ACTIVITIES FOR WHICH SET IS APPROPRIATE: 

1 . At the start of a unit 

2. Before a discussion 

3 . Before question -answer recitation 

4. Giving a homework assignment 

5. Before hearing a panel discussion 

6. Before student reports 

7. When assigning student reports 

8. Before a filmstrip 

9. Before a discussion following a filmstrip 

10. Before a homework assignment based upon the discussion following a filmstrip 

11. Before a discussion based upim the homework in item 10 



EXAMPLES OF NOVEL SETS: 

Each of these sets was designed to increase attention to the task, and the amount 
of responding they were to make to the task. In a few cases, facilitative acts were 
meant to occur. 

1. As you read this chapter about the Civil War, think about how you would have gone 
about stopping the war if: 

you had a million dollars 

intelligence 

a cloalc of invisibility. 

2. Starting a lesson on tone in poetry by comparing a Joan Baez record with Goldflnger with 
the RollingS tones . 

3. As you read the Turn of the Screw, try to decide if this is a ghost story or one 
written by a neurotic who distorts reality . 

4 . Before we read the story. The Lottery, I want to finish giving grades . I ve decided 

to fail three students, and have placed three sips among these thirty slips in this hat which 
indicate that you fail . Now we will pass the hat. . . 



LC 
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PRE -INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES <cprit*d) 



5 . Teacher announces that all Jewish children must leave school at noon because 
such children are not allowed to attend school in the future . Then teacher leaves 
room. After the dust settles, the class begins to study the topic on Freedom of Religion. 

6. Giving models of good book rq)orts before the class writes their book reports. 

(Such sets act as facilitating sets . Indeed, such sets are usually quite effective in 
obtaining desired responses). 

7. Using the three hats which Lear wore as facilitating sets to understand the three 
roles which he had, and the three stages of his change . 

8. In order to facilitate the teaching of order and categorizing behavior, the class were 
given 35 record jackets and asked to sort them into four categories --each student could make 
any category he wished. 

9. We are going to take a trip to Rome, but don*t want anyone to discover that we are 
really Americans . How should we dress, act, etc? What small things do you think 
might give us away? Now read . . . 

10. Developing times when individual class members have been confused over making 
decisions, and then used as facilitating set for the study of Hamlet. Or- -the conflict 
and betrayal between parents and children as set for Lear. 

11. Analogy: debate is like an argument with parents --each side trying every trick 
to win. 

12. Understanding executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government by v/orking 
through analogies to family, school, and the city.* 

13. Studying history from 1700 to 1900 by giving a set for developing "rules of history." 

14. A "startle" set: a piece of wood overhangs on a desk. The part on the desk is 
covered with a piece of paper. The teacher gives a sharp blow to the part of the wood 
outside the desk, and (because of the air pressure) the paper is undisturbed and the 
wood snaps. 

15. In any historical situation, setting up the problem which any nation faced (butt not 
identifying the nation) and then asking the class to come up with responses to the nation's 
problem. Then they read. 

16. Making up a set of questions on the constitution, giving this test to member of the 
community, as a set for study of government . 

17. Giving assignment of creating a character as a set for noticing character in the reading 
of short stories . 



TEACHER ^SUBJECT AREA 

OBSERVER 

TEACH RETEACH 



PRE-INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES (SET) 



INTEREST 

1. The teacher's method of introducing the lesson was in itself 
interesting, 

2, The teacher's method of introducing the lesson he4>ed you 
become interested in the main part of the lesson. 

COGNITIVE LINK 

3« The relationship or connection between the introduction 
and the body of the lesson was clear. 
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UNDERSTANDING 

4. The teacher gave the students smne guides or cues in the 

introduction which were helpful in understanding die lesson* . 1. 2 3.45 6 7 

MEMORY 

5 « The teacher's introduction will help you remember the 

‘material presented in the body of the lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



COMMENTS: 



TRULY EXCEPTIONAL 



Lecturing and Use of A~V 



A formal lecture refers to a verbal presentation of subject matter content 
formally organized and unsupported by other learning media, extending over a 
period of time of not less than 15 or 20 minutes . An informal lecture refers to 
a presentation involving audD*visual media and student interruption for questions 
and clarification. We might define an hiformai lecture as the teacher being the 
presenter of 90% of the information and the student 10%, 

Given these definitions there are two main questions that the teacher needs 
to consider: 1. When is it effective to lecture? 2. How can you lecture effectively? 
Let us look at the first quest on. 

Why or when to yse lecQiring . 1 . The teacher may have infoimation which 
is not accessirle to the students. .For e^iample, an expert in some subject matter 
field, a scholar, one who has traveled widely, etc., will often have information 

t 

which the student does not have . 2 . A second reason for lecturing is to reinforce 

written work. jBefore or after students study a topic you xn^y want to reinforce 
their learning by lecturing on some of the same material so that you have, in 
effect, a repetition of main points . However, you mur ; be 6ure not to lecture 
on everything the stadent learns . You need only to lecture on those things which 
you wish to emphasize . 3 . A third reason for lecturing is to create a ch ang e e f pace 
as we have discussed, to vary the stimulus situation. In *his way we can switch from 
the question -answer present tion to that of a lecture. Any method used exclusively 
usually results in a loss of attention and bored students . 4 . Economy is an important 

reason for lecturing. Through ^ lecture, you can synthesize many sources, although 

• 1 . 

far Km often this is not the case with a lecture . If a lecture is well done it will have 
synthesized several sources, so tiiatall students can get a universal coverage of 

............ ■ .■> ^ ■ ■■ ■ - ■ ^ ^ ^ l ■ ■ - ■■ ■- ■ ^ 






the subject matter . 5 . The lecture can also inform learners of the expected outcomes 

« 

of learning. For example: We are going to take up a particular unit in which we are 
going to concentrate on . . .and . . . will be expected of the students . 

The second major question that we need to answer is how to lecture effectively . 
The first assumption is that the listening audience, the students, must be verbal 
enough to respond to the lecture . You can only communicate to students who employ 
the language which is used by the speaker . For the teacher, this means that he needs 
to consider the vocabulary which he uses in his lecture . In the formal lecture, the 
verbally adept students have a high potential for compressing ideas or synthesizing 
points of view. But those who are not verbally adept lack these characteristics which 
are features required to absorb the points of the lecture . In other words, if we note 
that slow learners are not verbal, then in most cases a lecture to them may be very 
wasteful and destructive to morale. The slow learner cannot respond to the concen- 
trated medium of a formal lecture . Other oral media may be preferable for this 
group of students - - such as the discussion or infojrmal lecturing techniques . 

Another very important consideration to remember is that if we are going 
to use a lecturing technique the students need to be prepared for this formal lecturing 
technique. One of the skills that many students do not have is the skill of listening. 

The teacher should provide opportunities for the students to listen in practice sessions, 
teaching them how to listen for main ideas . 

Another consideration should be that of note -taking. Robert Gagne argues that 
research shows that note -taking serves no useful purpose. On the other hand, there 
is some evidence that note -taking helps to assimulate ideas. Students need to be 
taught how to take notes effectively if note -taking is not going to be an obstruction 
to their learning. They need to be shown how to listen for the main ideas and put 



them in note form. Early in the lecture a teacher may ask a question such as: 
"What do you think the main idea is so far?" Ihis is an attempt to involve the 
students in the lecture or in the learning process rather than have them as passive 
observers . 

What are some of the odier attributes of a good lecture? A good lecturer must 
have audience appeal ~~ warmth, friendliness, and confidence . He must speak in 
a voice which is clear and easily understood . He should have very good control of 
the English language syntax, word selection, enunciation, pronunciation, the 
use of meaningful figures, etc . Because of a lack of these characteristics there 
may be individuals for whom the lecture is not the best means of presentation. 
Furthermore, lecturing may be completely alien to the personality and style of 
certain teachers . A beginning teacher must take these things into consideration in 
deciding if lecturing should play a major part in his teaching style . 

Let us turn our attention now to the lecture itself . 

1. Planning 

Planning is usually the first criterion of the well developed lecture . You may 
find planning a very painful experience . Your objectives have to be sharply defined, 
the way you develop your main points must also be sharply defined, and the support* 
ing evidence well organized to make the lecture effective. You want to avoid un- 
necessary repetition or misplaced emphasis . Although tfte technique of repetition 
can be very effective to highlight important points . A good lecture needs to be 
clear and well organized. Notice how a newscaster organizes his presentation, 
enliances it with interesting sidelights and human interest stories . Most newscasters 
are good models of organization. 



2. Pacing 



We have, of course, already discussed pacing under the technical skill of 
varying the stimulus. Tliis skill also applies to delivery techniques, using different 
visual materials, lowering or changing. the pitch of the voice. All of these things 
are part of the total idea of pacing. Remember that one of the objectives of the 
teacher is to pace the students into the lecture rather than overwhelm them . 

If you watch newscasters you will see them using a rapid cadence of words, 

slowing down and speeding up. in other words, they are varying the stimulus that 

they give to their audience . Main ideas should be repeated and highlighted so that 

» 

students will pick up cues that these are important concepts or ideas pertaining to 
the lecture . 

As we design the presentation of a lecture (this is also related to pacing) 
there are some guidelines that should be considered. One model is often called 
the ten -thirty 'ten principle. Assume that you are going to make a fifty -minute 
lecture . You should proI:ably spend about ten minutes telling the student v.hat you 
are going to tell them . This is incorporated into the idea of set induction which we 
have already studied earlier this summer . Thirty minutes should be spent in telling 
the students the material and the last ten minutes should be taken in reviewing, 
explaining what you have already told them. This brings in the concept of closure 
which we are going to study next week. 

For secondary school teachers, the informal lecture method is probably far 
superior to the formal lecture method. The teacher needs to use visuals to enhance 
his presentation. Participation should be encouraged . If students do not understand 
points they should be encquraged to raise their hands and ask questions of the teacher. 
Often times he will want to supplement the informal lecture with written hand-outs. 



■1 



film strips or overheads. Hie main point is that the use of audio-visual aid should 
complement rather than be a substitute for the presentation . We want to be sure 
that the use of an audio -visiL^i method makes the presentation more effective than 
it would be in the regular mode of instruction of a formal lecture . 
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LECTURE AND USE OF A-V AIDS 



A-V EFFECTIVENESS 

I. The A-V aid the teacher used helped clarify and 
emphasize the main ideas of the lecture. 
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CHANGING STIMULUS SITUATION 

2. Throughout the lecture the teacher varied the stimulus 
situation^ e. g. used gestures, pausing techniques, 
focused students' attention on important points, and 
moved about during the lecture. 12 3 



CLARITY 

3. The teacher explained ideas and/or presented 
material in language that was understandable 
to the student. 

/a 

INSTRUCTIONAL MODE 

4. The lecture method used by the teacher was tb&best 
means of attaining the instructional goals. 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



ORGANIZATION 

5. The teacher allotted adequate time for and clearly » 
explained: 

a. the purposes of the lecture (SET) 

b. the main content of the lecture 

and c. summarized the main points which were 
presented in the lecture. 
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OUTSTANDING 



[ INTERN IvE CTUBiNG Pl^AND EVALUATION 

SUQECT ' 

SUPERVISOR 

Complete prior to teaching 

1 1. State briefly your instructional objectives for the day and the 

i ' main ideas you intend that the students learn. 

_ _ _ . ^ 

! \\ 

; I 



2. state briefly the audio-visual aid you intend to use and your rationale 
for selecting this particular techniq-ie. 



Complete after teaching 

1. Do you think Chat the students understood the main ideas which you 
presented? E'»id they learn what you had intended? 

Yes Why? 



Yes -- Why? 



What other alternative audio-visual aids might you have used to 

make the lecture more effective? | 

i 

i 



Please feel free to use the other side for additional comments. 







Illustrating and Use of Examples 



I. Introduction 

1. The word "example," comes from the word, "sample," which means a 
portion of a whole which shows the quality c.nd character of the x7hole. 

2. The use of examples is basic to teaching. Because the use of 

examples is basic to good, sound, clear thinking. I'^enever you are In a discussion 
or an argument with someone, and the person makes a statement that seems a little 
afiiblguous, controversial, or you just don't understand what he means, wouldn't 
your first reaction be to ask him to give you an example to clarify, verify, or 
substantiate what he Is trying to say? 

3. Would you accept the idea that a person who can't give an example of what 
be Is talking about probably does not have a very clear Idea of what he Is saying? 

II. Use of Examples in Teaching 

1. How do you use examples in your teaching? There are tt^o basic approaches 
with which I am sure you are familiar. 

A. The Deductive Approach. 

1. You state the idea or principle. 

2. You give examples which illustrate, clarify, or substantiate your idea. 

3. You go br.ck to the main idea by relating the examples to the principle. 

B. The Inductive Approach 

1. You start with examples. 

2. You make an Inference or you come to a conclusion upon the basis 
of those examples. 

2. A common understanding is that the inductive approach means student 
participation and that the de'^’ictive approach means that the teacher lectures. It is 



important to realize that you can get a great deal of student participation in either 



the deductive or inductive approach. For example, when you state the principle 
or define the idea in the deductive approach, it is easy to ask the students to give 
you the examples which would illustrate the main idea. Conversely, you could 
lecture and still use the inductive approach. For example, the teacher could give 
all the examples and make the appropriate inferences without asking the students 
to participate in the lesson at all . 

3. Some Gkiidelines for the Effective Use of Example : 

A. Start with the simplest examples that will achieve your goal. Work 
from the simple examples to the more complex examples . 

B. Start with examples relevant to your students' experience and knowledge. 

C . It is important to remember that the point of using examples is to 
illustrate, clarify or substantiate an idea. Therefore, if you use the 
deductive approach, and you start with the idea, and then get the examines, 
it is important to then relate the examples to the specific idea which you 
are trying to teach to your students . If you use the inductive approach, 
you start with the examples and then you make the inference to the 
principle, dien you have to gt;t more examples which illustrate and 
clarify the point. The principle is always to relate your examples to 

the point you are trying to teach . 

4. The Teacher's Evaluation of His Teaching : 

A sure way that the teacher has of checking to see whether he has taugjht what 
he wanted to teach is to ask his students to give his examples of the idea v^ich he 
was trying to teach . 



III. Summary Guidelines for the Effective Use of Examples: 

A. Start with simple examples and work to the more complex examples . 

B. Start with examples relevant to students* experience and knowledge. 

C. Relate the examples to the principle or idea being taught. 

D . Check to see whether you have accomplished the objective of your lesson 

by asking students to give you examples which illustrate the point you 
were trying to make . 
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ILLUSTRATING ; "D USE OF EXAMPLES 



The teacher, in his explanations, started 
with simple examples and followed with more 
complex examples, if appropriate, to illus- 
trate his point. 
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The teacher used examples which were 
relevant to the students' past knowledge 
and exnerionoc- 3 . 



Tb.o teacher directly related or connected 
the specific examples with the main ideas 
or points of the lesson. 

The teacher checKcd to see if the students 
understood th.e main points of the lesson 
by as!cing the stvidents to give examples * 
illustrating these points. 



vO::4I.IEI^T3: 



TRULY EXCEPTIONAL 




TRAINING IN TO ACHING SKILLS: CLOSURE 



Closure is attained when the major purposes and principles of a lesson, or portion 
of a lesson, are judged to have been learned so lliat new knowledge can be related 
to past knowledge . 

Closure is complementary to set induction. It is more tiian a quick summary of the 
gitund covered in a lesson. Li addition to pulling together the major points and 
acting as a co'gnitive link betv/een past knov ledge and the new knowledge, closure 
provides the pupil with a needed feeling of achievement . Closure is not limited to 
the completion of a lesson. It is also needed at specific points within the lesson 
so that pupils may know v/here they are and where they are going. If the planned 
lesson is not completed, closure can still be attained by drawing attention to what 
has been accomplished up to the point where the lesson must end. 

A. Drawing atten “ion to the completion of the lesson or part of the lesson 

1. Provide consolidation of concepts and elements which were covered 
before moving to subsequent learning, 

2 . Relate lesson back to the original organizing principle . 

3 . Review major points using an outline . 

4 . Summarize discussion including the major points which were covered by 
the teacher and class . 

5. Develop all the elements of the lesson into a new unity. 

6. Review major points throughout the lesson. 

B. Making connections between previously known material, currently presented 
material, and future learning . 

1. Review sequence which has been followed hi moving from known to new 
material . 

2 . Apply what has been learned to similar examples and cases . 

3. Extend material covered to new situations . 

C« Allowing students opportunity to demons. rate what they have learned. 

1. Provide for pupil practice of new learning. 

2 . Provide for pupil surQTnary . 

"D VC.' cr unsuspected closure . 

1. Help dents to take what has been presented and to develop this material 
into a new, and unsuspected, systhesis . 
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Uie te^ucher provided consolidation rf 
concepts and ideas whidi were covered, 
before moving to subsequent learning* 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



-2^ The teacher reviewed the major j)oints 
and Ideas throughout the lesson* 

3* The teacher made connections between 
previously knoTrjn material, currently 
presented material, and future 
learsiing* 
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4* Ihe teacher allovjed students the 

opportunity to demonstrate what they 
have learned, e*go, provide for pupil 
sumriiary or prcr/ide for pupil practice 
of new learning. 

'5*. ‘^Xhe teacher, or students, summarized the 
class discussion including the major 
points which were covered by the teacher 
and class* 
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COM'^l!'!TS: 



TOe following aie potential situations which you are to consider . For you own use 
Sf •“ P>^°Menis before coming m clasT ^^ednesday, ’ 

I. Student Initiated Questions : 

Scene 1: Classroom •' Reading and discussion on a topic has just been 
completed. *’ 



Teacher 

1. "Anyone have questions?" 

2. "Everybody understands 

this material?" 

3. "How about you, John --- 

anydiing need clearing up?" 

4., "Are you sure there aren't 
any questions?" 



Students 



1. Blank stares 

2 . Nods of assent 



3. "Not for me I understand." 



4 . Smiles and nods of heads . 



Scene 2 : Teacher's home - grading quiz papers late at night on the 
understood" topic. Results; 

Total points possible; 25 

High 18 

Average \2 

John 7 



Problem: 



If they didn t understand the material before the quiz, why didn't they 
ask questions? (Give at least three possible hypothesis .) 



fto^: How can a teacher get students to initiate questions? (Suggest 
at least three possible alternatives.) 




II. Self-Evaluation 



In tile falls you will begin to teach approximately forty hours per month . 
Your supervisors will be available for six or more hours to help you evaluate 
your performance . Some students will let you know how well they think you're 
doing. Most of the time, you will have to be the judge and jury as you plan 
each day's activity based on the effectiveness of the previous day. How well 
can you objectively evaluate your ovwi teaching so that you will be helped to 
change what ou^t to be changed and to keep what ought to be kept? A second 
focus of this week's skill is to begin the explanation of this question. 

Rroblem ; You have completed forty minutes of lecture -discussion (in a fifty 
minute class) and want to evaluate your teaching (as contrasted with the students* 
learning). How might you go about such an evaluation, (suggest at least two 
ways)? 



Problem : Student -centered activity has gone on for two -thirds of the class 
^riod and you want to evaluate your role as contrasted with the students*. 
What migiit you do? (Suggest at least two possibilities .) 



Problem ; 'Ihe bell has just rung and you have dismissed your class . How can 
you evaluate your effectiveness as a teacher in order to decide on an approach 
for the next day? (Ihinlc of the criteria you might apply and what effect such 
an appraisal would have on your planning.) 
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STUDENT -INimTBD QUESTIONS 



U The teacher’s introduction the 

purpose of the lesson. 



2 3 4 5 6 7 



2, The discrepant event described by the 

teacher was interesting and aroused the 
students* curious ity. 

3. The students had ample opportunity to ask 

questions. 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 



4. The teacher allowed the students time to 

explore an idea before going on to another 

students* questions. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. During the summary of ijae lesson the 
teacher applied questions asked by the 
students to demonstrate correct and 

incorrect approaches to solving the problem. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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TRULY EXCEPTIONAL 




STMFORD UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
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July 27, 1966 



TO: Interns 

FROM: Joe Beard 

RE: Student Initiated Questions 

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete questions 1 and 2 prior to your first teach 

Complete questions 3 and 4 prior to your reteach 
Complete question 5 after your reteach 

TAKE THIS SHEET WITH YOU TO YOUR SUPERVISORY CONFERENCE THAT 
YOU SCHEDULE WITH YOUR SUPERVISOR. 

1. I'Jliat is the purpose of your lesson? _____ 



2. How do you intend to accomplish your purpose? 



3. Hoii; successful was the lesson? (Cite positive and negative examples, if 
appropriate) 



4. IRiat changes do you intend to make for the re teach lesson? 



5. How effective were the changes which you made from the first teach? 
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Tables 

Table 1 - Reinforcement 

Table 2 - Varying the Stimulus 

Table 3 - Illustrating and Use of Examples 

Table 4 - Student Initiated Questions 

Table 5 - Set Induction - Means and S.D.’s 

Table 6 - Lecturing and Use of A-V - Means and S*D/s 

Table 7 - Closure - Means and S.D.’s 

Table 8 - Week 7 ratings - no particular technical skill practiced 

s 

Table 9 - Test That Technical Skills ihistruments Measure Variables 
Not Measured by Appraisal Guide 
Table 10 - Set Induction - Com{x>nenets of Variance 
Table 11 - Lecturing and Use of A-V - Components of Variance 
Table 12 - Closure - Components of Variance 
Table 13 ~ Comparison of Weeks 4 and 7 (Micro -Classes) 

Table 14a - Diagnostic Scores - Means and S.D.'s (Student Ratings) 
Table 14b - Diagnostic Scores - Means and S.D/s (Supervisor Ratings) 
Table 15 - Initial Diagnostic Lesson - ANOVA for Rater Effects 
Table 16 - Final Diagnostic Lesson - ANOVA for Rater Effects 



TABLES 



FIVE-MINUTE 
The variable 



LESSONS: Analysis of Gains Between Two Lessons 

V represents the average gain of two paired Interns 



(see Statistical Design and Analysis). The basic score, on which the 

gain is measured, is the average over all items of the. technical skills 
instrument. 



TABLE I 



REINFORCEMENT (Week 1) 



I 

i 

I 

1 

I 

1 



Student Ratings (class averages) 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X 


.s 


t 


SIC 


JTs 


1, 2 


65 


.276 


.580 


3.84 


.001 


.820 


2,3 


54 


-.023 


.4.50 


-0.39 


NS 


.637 


3,4 


63 


.095 


.377 


2.02 


.05 


.534 


1,4 


60 


.333 


.591 


4.36 


.001 


.836 



Supervisor Ratings 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X 


s 


t 


SIG 


JTs 


1,2 


61 


.612 


.497 


9.61 


.001 


.702 




49 


-.100 


.637 


-1.10 


NS 


.900 


3,4 


55 


.400 


.432 


6.87 


.001 


.611 


1,4 


56 


.918 


.779 


8.82 


.001 


1.102 
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TABLE 2 

VMYIMG THE STUMULUS (Week 2) 



Student Ratings (class averages) 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X 


s 


t 


SIG 


'J2s 


U2 


65 


.056 


.330 


1.37 


NS 


.467 


2,3 


55 


-.010 


.342 


-0.22 


NS 


.483 


3,4 


54 


.128 


.342 


2.74 


.01 


.484 


1,4 


54 


.165 


.326 


3.73 


.001 


.461 



Supervisor Ratings 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X 


s 


t 


SIG 




1,2 


63 


.361 


.368 


7.80 


.001 


.520 


2,3 


54 


-.168 


.564 


-2.19 


.05 


.798 


3,4 


54 


.458 


.419 


8.05 


.001 


.592 


1,4 


54 


.623 


.577 


7.95 


.001 


.815 



o 

ERIC 
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TABLE 3 

ILLUSTRATING AND USE OF EXAMPLES (Week 5) 
Student Ratings (class averages) 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X s t 


SIG 


mmmm* 

4 2 s 


1,2 


45 


*038 .388 0^6 


NS 


.549 


Supervisor Ratings 


Lessons Compared 


N 


X s t 


SIG 




1,2 


45 


.442 .482 6.14 


.001 


.682 



TABLE 4 

STUDENT - INITIATED QUE STIONS 
Student Ratings (class averages) 



Lessons Compared 


N 


X 


s 


t 


f 

SIG 


4Ts 


1,2 


27 


.057 


.568 


0.51 


NS 


.803 
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MICRG”CLASSES; Means and Standard Deviations of Ratings 



TABLE 5 

SET INDUCTION (Week 4) 





Students (class averages) 
107 interns rated 


Supervisors 
105 interns rated 


ITEM 


MEAN STD. DEV. 


MEAN STD. DEV. 



Appraisal Guide 



1 


3.92 


0.54 


3.96 


1.08 / 


2 


3.97 


0.55 


4.44 


0.99/ 


3 


4.05 


0.63 


4.40 


l.f 


4 


4.09 


0.63 


4.53 


I.,b5 


5 


4.19 


0.68 


4.43 


1.07 


6 


3.93 


0.69 


3.96 


1.14 


7 


4.12 


0.66 


4.16 


1.23 


8 


3.95 


0.62 


3.86 


1.20 


9 


4.06 


0.75 


4.05 


1.11 


10 


3.95 


0.61 


3.88 


1.07 


11 


4.07 


0.58 


4.12 


1.02 


Average 1 -11 


4.03 


0.53 


4.16 


0.88 


Technical Skills 










Inst 










1 


3.97 


0.71 


3.98 


1.17 


2 


3.99 


0.70 


4.08 


1.24 


3 


4.10 


0.64 


4.30 


1.18 


4 


3.90 


0.68 


4.13 


1.21 


5 


3.83 


0.67 


4.03 


1.37 


Average 1-5 


3.96 


0.61 


4.10 


1.05 
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TABLE 6 

LECTURING AND USE OF A-V (Week 5) 





Students (class averages) 
105 interns rated 


Supervisors 
103 interns rated 


ITEM 


MEAN STD. DEV. 


mm STD. DEV. 



Appraisal Guide 










1 


4.00 


0.52 


3.97 


0.91 


2 


4.00 


0.46 


4.28 


0.94 


3 


4.17 


0.56 


4.16 


l.Oi 


4 


4.12 


0.52 


4.29 


0.91 


5 


4.20 


0.70 


4.24 


1.15' 


6 


3.85 


0.50 


4.07 


0.96 


7 


4.18 


0.60 


4.15 


0.99 


8 


3.99 


0.62 


3.99 


1.09 


9 


4.00 


0.74 


4.17 


1.06 


10 


3.96 


0.62 


3.82 


1.05 


11 


4.09 


0.54 


4.27 


0.98 


Average 1-11 


4.05 


0.49 


4,13 


0.80 



Technical Skills 
Inst 










1 


4.10 


0.93 


4.08 


1.34 


2 


4.07 


0.60 


4.17 


1.13 


3 


4.24 


0.59 


4.26 


1.03 


4 


4.06 


0.65 


4.08 


1.03 


5 


3.94 


0.59 


4.02 


1.14 


6 


4.18 


0,60 


4.11 


1.00 


7 


3.99 


0.62 


3.83 


1.18 


Average 1-7 


4.08 


0.56 


4.08 


0.89 




TABLE 7 



CLOSURE (Week 6) 





Students (class averages) 
95 interns rated 


Supervisors 
94 interns rated 


ITEM 


MEAN STD, DEV. 


MEAN STD. DEV. 



Appraisal Guide 










1 


4.09 


0.47 


3.90 


0.93 


2 


4,10 


0.44 


4.09 


0.88 


3 


4.21 


0.57 


4,06 


1.02 


4 


4.17 


0.54 


4.20 


0.84 


5 


4,26 


0.58 


4.31 


1.12 


6 


3.93 


0.51 


3.84 


0.92 


7 


4.18 


0.65 


4.06 


1.02 


8 


4,03 


0.58 


3.82 


1.02 


9 


4.11 


0.80 


3.98 


1.03 


10 


3.94 


0.56 


3.64 


0.98 


11 


4ol4 


0.52 


4.04 


0.87 


Average 1-11 


4.11 


0.48 


4.00 


0.76 


Technical Skills 










Inst 










1 


4.09 


0.59 


3.89 


0.92 


2 


4.22 


0.64 


3,86 


1.05 


3 


4.28 


0.63 


4.03 


1.01 


4 


4.26 


0.74 


3.87 


1.09 


5 


4.15 


0.63 


3.73 


0.90 


Average 1-5 


4.20 


0.55 


3.88 


0.78 
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TABLE 8 
WEEK 7 

(No particular Technical Skill Practiced This Week) 





Students 


(class averages) 


Supervisors 




106 interns rated 


107 


interns rated 


ITEM 


MEAN 


STD. DEV a 


MEAN 


STD. DEV. 


Appraisal Guide 










1 


4.20 


0.54 


3,77 


0,94 


2 


4„22 


0.58 


3.97 


0,92 


3 


4.29 


0.60 


3.90 


0.89 


4 


4,24 


0.63 


4.08 


0.97 


5 


4.28 


0.64 


4.04 


1.12' 


6 


4.02 


0.51 


3.71 


0.76 


7 


4.38 


0.65 


3.74 


0.92 


8 


4.21 


0.70 


3.69 


0.99 


9 


4.39 


0.89 


4.13 


1.16 


10 


4.13 


0.63 


3.64 


0.92 


11 


4.23 


0.61 


3.97 


0.99 


Average 1-11 


4.23 


0.55 


3.88 


0.78 


MICRO-CLASSES: 


Test That Technical Skills Instruments Measure Variables 




Not Measured by Appraisal Guide 










TABLE 9 







Skill 


A 


m 


pq 


-m 


- y^Std. Normal 
^Equivalent 
of -m InA 


SIG 


Set Induction 


.1437 


294 


440 


570 


4,11 


.001 


Lecture & A-V 


.0773 


289 


616 


740 


3.39 


.001 


Closure 


.0947 


278,5 


415 


656 


7.43 


.001 
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MICRO*CIiASSES : Components of Variance (based on ratings by individual students) 

TABLE 10 



SET INDUCTION 



/ 



(Week 4; 89 Interns; D,F*= 88 between, 253 within) 



ITEM 


Mean Square 


Mean Square 


P 


Est. Time 


Est, Total 


Est. 




Between Interns Within 




Variance 


Variance 


Reliability 


Appraisal 


Guide 












1 


1,087 


,503 


2.16 


,152 


.655 


.232 


2 


1,065 


.527 


2,02 


.140 


.667 


.210 


3 


1,500 


,608 


2.47 


.232 


.840 


.276 


4 


1,415 


.603 


2.35 


.212 


.815 


.260 


5 


1,542 


.729 


2.12 


.212 


.941 


• .225 


6 


1,495 


.716 


2.09 


.203 


.919 


.221 


7 


1,689 


.774 


2,18 


.238 


1.012 ^ 


.235 


8 


1,275 


.708 


1,80 


.148 


.856 


.173 


9 


2,036 


.754 


2.70 


.334 


1.088 


.307 


10 


1,532 


.681 


2.25 


.222 


.903 


.246 


11 


1,210 


.516 


2.34 


.181 


.697 


.260 


Technical 


Skills 












Inst 














1 


1,922 


.734 


2,62 


.309 


1.043 


.296 


2 


1,800 


.713 


2.52 


= 283 


.996 


.284 


3 


1,513 


.779 


1.94 


.191 


.970 


.197 


4 


1,706 


.719 


2,37 


.257 


.976 


.263 


5 


1,'604 


.963 


1,666 


. .167 


1.130 


.148 



Effective number of ratings per intern n = 3,84 

An P value of 1,51 is significant at ,01 level; 1,67 is significant at ,001 



o 



TABLE 11 



. LECTURING AND USE OF A-V 





(Week 5; 89 Interns; D,F, = 


88 between 


, 249 


within) 


• 




Mean Square 


Mean Square 


F Est, 


Time 


Est, 0 al 


Est. 


ITEM 


Between Interns Within 


Variance 


Variance 


Reliability 


Appraisal Guide 












1 


0.991 


.614 


1.62 


.099 


.713 


,139 


Z 


0.818 


.466 


1.75 


.093 


.559 


,166 


3 


1.083 


,704 


1.54 


.100 


.804 


.124 


4 


1.057 


.566 


1.87 


,129 


.695 


,186 


5 


1,806 


.712 


2.54 


.288 


1.000 


,288 


6 


1.G32 


.717 


1.44 


.0 83 


,800 


,104 


7. 


1,409 


.801 


1.76 


.160 


.961 


,167 


8 


1.437 


.630 


2.28 


.212 


.842 


■ ,252 


9 


2.067 


.697 


2.96 


,360 


1.057 


.340 


10 


1,495 


.656 


2.28 


.221 


.877 


.252 


11 


1.142 


.606 


1,88 


.141 


.747 


.189 



Technical Skills 
Inst 

1 


3.156 


1.102 


2.86 


.541 


1.643 


.329 


2 


1.420 


.668 


2.13 


.198 


.866 


.229 


3 


1.333 


.652 


2.02 


.179 


,831 


.215 


4 


1.583 


1.005 


1.57 


cl52 


1.157 


.131 


5 


1,341 


,666 


2.00 


.178 


.844 


.211 


6 


1.356 


.612 


2.25 


.196 


.808 


.242 


7 


1,444 


.919 


1,57 


.138 


1.057 


.131 



Effective number of ratings per intern n « 3,80 

An F value of 1,34 is significant at ,05 level 5 I, 51 is significant at ©01; 
1,67 is significant at ,001, 
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TABLE 12 
CLOSURE 



Week 6; 84 Interns; D*P, = 83 between, 240 within) 



ITEM 


Mean Square 
Between Interns 


Mean Square 
Within 


p Est, Time 
Variance 


Eat. Total 
Variance 


Est. 

Reliability 


Appraisal Guide 












1 


0,943 


.372 


2.54 


.148 


.520 


.285 


2 


0.789 


.455 


1.73 


.087 


.542 


.161 


3 


1.306 


.538 


2.43 


.199 


.737 


.270 


4 


1.137 


.423 


2.69 


.185 


.608 


.304 


5 


1.400 


.604 


2.32 


.206 


.810 


.254 


6 


1.034 


. . .566 


1.83 


.121 


.687 


.176 


7 


1.831 


.659 


2.78 


.304 


.963 


. .316 


8 


1.290 


.624 


2.07 


.173 


.797 


.217 


9 


2.590 


.639 


4.05 


.506 


1.145 


.442 


10 


1.350 


.642 


2.10 


.184 


.826 


.223 


11 


1.078 


.538 


2.00 


.140 


.678 


.207 



Technical Skills 
Inst 

1 


1.326 


.456 


2,90 


.225 


.681 


.330 


2 


1.546 


.588 


2.62 


.248 


.836 


.297 


3 


1.490 


.641 


2.32 


.220 


.861 


.256 


4 


2.069 


.637 


3.24 


.371 


1.008 


.368 


5 


1.650 


. 636 * 


2.59 


.263 


.899 


.292 



Effective number of ratings per intern n - 3.86, 



An F value of 1,68 is significant at ,001 level. 



MICRO-CLASSES j Comparison of Weeks 4 and 7 



TABLE 13 





Students (class averages) 




Supervisors 




Appraisal 

Guide 

Item 


Mean 

Gain 


Pooled 

Variance 


t 


SIG. 


Mean 

Gain 


Pooled 

Variance 


t 


SIG. 


1 


• 28 


.2916 


3.77 


.001 


-.19 


1.025 


-1.37 


NS 


2 


.25 


.3194 


3.23 


.01 


-.47 


0.913 


-3.58 


.001 


3 


*24 


.3784 


2.84 


.01 


-.50 


1.128 


-3.43* 


.001 


4 


.15 


*3969 


•1.73 


.10 


-.45 


1.022 


-3.24 


.01 


5 


*09 


.4360 


0*99 


NS 


-.39 


1.200 


-2.59 


'.05 


6 


.09 


.3681 


1.20* 


NS 


-.25 


0.939 


-1.88* 


.10 


7 


.26 


,4290 


2.89 


.01 


-.42 


1.180 


-2.81* 


.01 


3 


* 26 


.4372 


2,86 


.01 


- ® 17 


1.210 


-1.12 


NS 


9 


.33 


.6773 


2.92 


.01 


+.08 


1.289 


40.51 


NS 


10 


. 13 


,3845 


2.11 


.05 


-.24 


0.996 


-1.75 


.10 


11 


*30 


*3542 


3.67 


.001 


-.IS 


1.010 


-1.09 


NS 


Average 


.20 


.2917 


2.70 


.01 


-.28 


0.691 


-2.45 


.05 



* Assumption of equal variances not valid for these items but this does 
not alter the significance level (See Statistical Design and Analysis)* 
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DIAGNOSTIC SCORES: Means and Standard Deviations 



TABLE ].4a 

STUDENT RATINGS (class averages ) 



Appraisal Initial Lesson Final Lesson Gain (Initial to Final) 



Gyidc 



Item 


Mean 


Std, Dev. 


Mean 


Std. Dev’, 


Mean 


1 


3.63 


0.68 


4.20 


0.57 


0.57 


2 


3.56 


0.58 


4.37 


0.67 


0,81 


3 


3.75 


0.61 


4.45 


0.66 


0.70 


4 


3.60 


0.52 


4.45 


0.73 


0.85 


5 


3.59 


0.57 


4.38 


0.69 


0.79 


6 


3.67 


0.61 


4.37 


0.69 


0.70 


7 


3.78 


0,61 


4.50 


0.72 


0.72 


8 


3.65 


0,65 


4.39 


0,73 


0.73 


9 


3.72 


0.76 


4.39 


0.79 


0.67 


10 


3.39 


0.77 


4.40 


0.72 


1.01 


11 


3.68 


0.59 


4.30 


0.73 


0.62 


Total 


40,01 


5.33 


48.20 


6.73 


7.94 



Std, Dev. 



8.00 



Number of 

Items Rated (146) 



(126) 



(124) 



« 



Test of significance of gain (total score): 

t « 4 (7.94) / 8.00 ,a 11.0, significant beyond .00001 level. 
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TABLE 14b 
SUPERVISOR RATINGS 



Appraisal Initial Lesson Final Lesson Gain (Initial to Pinal) 



Guide 



Item 


Mean 


Std. Dev. 


Mean 


Std. Dev. 


Mean 


Std. Dev. 


1 


2.88 


1.14 


3.87 


leOO 


0.99 




2 


2.95 


1.16 


4.13 


0.90 


1.18 




3 


3.21 


1.19 


4.13 


1.00 


0.92 




4 


3.23 


1.23 


4.17 


1.01 


0.94 




5 


3.07 


1.25 


4.23 


1.10 


1.16 




6 


3.02 


1.12 


3.95 


1.01 


0.93 




7 


3.01 


1.29 


4.07 


0.96 


1.06 


• 


6 


2.76 


1.35 


3.99 


1.09 


1.23 




9 


3.14 


1.23 


4.17 


1.04 


1.04 




10 


2.77 


1.16 


3.57 


0.96 


0.80 




11 


3.19 


1.24 


4.01 


0.88 


0.82 




Total 


33.23 


11.22 


44.28 


9.08 


11.66 


12.06 



Number of 

Items Rated (146) (92) (91) 

iw.-’t of significance of gain (total score): 

t viT (11.66) / 12.06 a 9.22, significant beyond .00001 level. 



o 
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DIAGNOSTIC SCORES : Analysis of Variance for Rater Effec ts 



TABLE 15 

INITIAL DIAGN O STIC LE SSON 





Students (class averages) 




Supervisors 


‘ 


Appraisal 

Guide 

Item 


Mean Mean 

Square Square 
Between Within 
Raters Raters 
(11 DF) (134 DP) 


F 

Ratio 


SIG. 


Mean 
Square 
Between 
Raters 
(20 DF) 


Mean 

Square F 

Within Ratio 
Raters 
(125 DF) 


SIG 


1 


0.781 


0.443 


1.76 


.10 


5.04 


0.70 


7.2 


.001 


2 


1.085 


0.269 


4.04 


.001 


5.19 


0.72 


7.1 


.001 


3 


0.802 


0.331 


2.42 


.01 


5.90 


0.70 


8.4 


.001 


4 


0.860 


0.217 


3.96 


.001 


5.79 


0.82 


7.1 


•001 


5 


0.759 


0.284 


2.67 


.01 


6.73 


0.73 


9.2 


.001 


6 


1.490 


0.274 


5.44 


.001 


5.35 


0.59 


9.1 


.001 


7 


1.060 


0.312 


3.39 


.001 


7.10 


0.78 


9.1 


.001 


8 


1.094 


0.371 


2.95 


.01 


7.39 


0.92 


8.0 


.001 


9 . 


1.480 


0.499 


2.97 


.01 


4.56 


1.04 


4.4 


.001 


10 


0.664 


0.580 


1.14 


NS 


3.65 


0.98 


3.7 


.001 


11 


0.870 


0.307 


2.83 


.01 


6.01 


0.82 


7.3 


.001 


Total 


95.2 


22.9 


4.16 


.001 


620.9 


46.7 


13.3 


•001 



Note; A "ratet*” above refers to a class of students (averaged) or to a 
supervisor. 
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TABLE 16 

FINAL DIAGNOSTIC LESSON 





StUidents (class averages) 


Supervisors 




Appraisal 

Gu5.d6 

Item 


Mean 
Square 
Between 
Raters 
(7 DF) 


Mean 
Square 
Within 
Raters 
(118 DF) 


F 

Ratio 




Mean 
Square 
Between 
Raters 
(16 DF) 


Mean 
Square 
Within 
Raters 
(75 DF) 


F 

Ratio 


SIG 


1 


2.323 


0.201 


11.6 


.001 


3.30 


0.50 


6.6 


.001 


2 


3.366 


0.271 


12.4 


.001 


2.42 


0.48 


5,0 


.001 


3 


3.236 


0.264 


12.3 


.001 


3.59 


0.44 


8.2 


..001 


4 


3.355 


0.365 


9.2 


.001 


3,36 


0.53 


6.3 


.001 


5 


4.138 


0.265 


15.6 


.001 


4.17 


0.58 


7.2 


.001 


6 


3.301 


0.315 


10.5 


.001 


2.33 


0.74 


3,1 


.001 


7 


2.832 


0.385 


7.4 


.001 


3.21 


0*43 


7.5 


,001 


8 


4,462 


0.304 


14.7 


.001 


4.52 


0.49 


9.2 


.001 


9 


4.297 


0.407 


10.6 


.001 


3.47 


0.58 


6.0 


.001 


10 


2.632 


0.401 


.6.6 


.001 


2.12 


0.68 


3.1 


.001 


11 


2.920 


0.337 


8.7 


.001 


2.34 


0.45 


5.2 


.001 


Total 


385.0 


25.1 


15.3 


.001 


328.3 


30.0 10.9 


.001 
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appendix c 



Description of Micro -Teaching 



siiAHFORD imivsRsrrr 

SCHOOI. OF EDUCATION 
SECOSDABY mCHFH FDUOATIOSf FHOORAM 



PESCRIFPXOH OF MICaO^TEACHIWO 
5 ninute ladlvldual Itesacmii 

^***‘— *—'"*****— limn |>»HMWIIH 



19 1 1966 

rs 



1« X'ou will prepare and tckLi^h a 5 iaimite lesson in your subject area to 
a group of* U Junior or senior lilgb school studtuxts (the exact age group 
vlliX he Indicated on the schedule you recelTe Tuesday airtemooiiy June 
21st )• Xn addition to the students ^ your s^aperrlsor ft-nd a, t*-V operator 
will be In the rocaa. Each lesson xfllX he Tldeo-otape recorded. 

2. The students will eritligue the lesson and then leare the room. You and 
your superrlscr look at the students* eoaments and then look at the 
Tldeotape of your lesson. Tour siqaervlsor will critique the lesson sod 
make seme suggestions as to how the lesson coidd be laprored. 

3. After the critique you will lea^e the roon for 15 nklnutes and prepare to 
teach the same lesson again » Incorporating some suggestions made by your 
supervisory to a different group of students » There are no rooms 
specifically available » so you may use anr room that is vacant » or go 
outside to the benches in the inner quad. 

After 15 minutes you will return, to the room and reteaeh the 5 minute 
lesson. Again y the students and aupervisor will critique the lesson y 
and you will see the videotape recording of the "reteach” lesson. 



20*25 minute Micro«»Cla8s Lessons 

1. The micro^elasses will be team taught by groups of U interns in the same 
subject area. These h interns > with their supervisory will plan a 

12 day tmit in their subject field. They will plan the objectives of 
the unity what activities wiU take place, and how they will evaluate 
the high school students. Each ixdcro--cla88 will keep the same group of 
students for the entire 12 days. 

2. Every intern will teach the micro-class once a week. One day of the 
week 2 interns will share the 20—25 minute time x^riod, while on the 
other two days of the week the other 2 interns will each teach for the 
fun 20-25 minutes. (More details will be provided later in the sumer.) 

3« All interns will attend their micro-class even If they aren't teaching 
that day. They will critique the Intern who taught that day, 
with the students and the supervisor. 

h. The lesson will be videotaped and played back for discussion. Because 
of the length of the lesson there will be no reteach cycle. 



Micro-teaching; a definition 

Niero-teaehlBg is a Scaled-down teaching encounter in which the intern 
teaches for short periods of time, 5-20 minutes, to a group of four 
students, on some topic In his teaching subject. 
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THE STANFORD SUMMER MICRO-TEACHING CLINIC, 1965 



Defiaitton 

Micro-teaching is a scaled-down teaching encounter which has been developed 
at Stanford University to serve two piirix)ses, (1) as preliminary ejqperience and 
practice in teaching and (2) as a research vehicle to explore training effects under 
controlled conditions. In inicro -teaching the trainees are exposed to the variables 
in classroom teaching without being overwhelmed by the complexity of the situation. 
They are required to teach brief lessons (5 to 10 minutes) in their teaching subject, 
to a small group of pupils (up to 5). These brief lessons allow opportunity for 
intense supervision, video-tape recording for immediate feedback, and the collection 
and utilization of student feedback. The research to be reported in this article was 
done in the third micro-teaching summer clinic held as a pre-intemship training 
program for the Stanford Secondary Teacher Education Program for 1965. 

From demonstration teaching emerged the idea that interns might gain 
valuable experience if the students were actual learners and if the inteims were 
attempting to control the content of their teaching specialty. Thus, the micro - 
teaching structure was put to an empirical test in an experimental clinic held in the 
summer, 1963. This clinic served as a vehicle of comparison between the micro - 
teaching and the teacher aide programs held concurrently that summer. The 
following summer, 1964, a second clinic was held and the data resulting from the 
two clinics was reported by Allen and Fortune in a previous article presented to 
AERA in February, 1965. 
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Findings of Previous Clinic Experimentation 

i 

The two principal sources of evaluation were pupils* and supervisors* judgments, 

I 

record^ on the Micro-teaching Appraisal Guide, consisting of eight items, each on a 
five-point scale. The correlation of pupils* and supervisory ratings was .81 on the 
post-t(Jsts for the total group. Test, re-test reliability was .89 ajad split-half reli- 
ability was .84. 

The findings during this period of e3q)erimentation were as follows: 

1. Cjandidates trained through micro -teaching techniques over an eight-week period 
find spending less than ten hours a week in training performed at a higher level 

j 

of teaching competence than a similar group of candidates receiving separate 
instruction and theory with an associated teacher aide experience— involving a 
time requirement of between 20 and 25 hours per week. 

2. , Performance in the micro -teaching situation predicted subsequent classroom 

performance. 

3. Over an eight-week period, there is a significant increase in the accuracy of the 
candidate*s self-perception of his teaching performance through identification of 
weaknesses as well as strengths. 

4. Candidates receiving student appraisal of their effectiveness improved signifi- 
cantly more in their teaching performance than candidates not having access to 
such feedback. 

5. Ratings of video transcriptions of teaching encounters are correlated with live 
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ratings of the same encounters. 
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6* Trainees* acceptance of the value of micro -teaching is high« 

7# Students* ratings of teaching performance are more stable than any other — 
including those of supervisors. 

8. Three skills subjected to experimental treatment in micro -teaching produced 
significant changes in the performance of intern teachers. 

Planning and Objectives of Micro-teaching,> Summer^ 1965 

Prior to the 1965 micro -teaching clinic a series of seminars was held to discuss, 
refine, and reformulate the stwcture and objectives of the program. The Stanford 
Teacher Education Program staff headed by Drs. Allen, Bush and McDonald developed 
the following conceptual framework of teaching skills for the summer clinic: 

Technical SkiUs o^ Teacliing 

1. Initiating Behaviors: 

(a) task direction 
0>) set 

(c) behavioral objectives 

(d) diagnosis of learning 

2. Presenting (communication) 

(a) discussion 

0:)) lecture 

(c) questioning techmques 

(d) pacing 

(e) frame of reference 

ffi) distinguishing between concepts and illustrations 
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3. Consolidation (of the lesson) 

(a) redundancy 
0) reviewing 
(c) closure 
4« Monitoring 

(a) control and participation 
0>) attending behavior 

(c) discipline 

(d) rewards and punishments 
5« Evaluation 

(a) combining grades 
diagnosis 

in addition to the micro -teaching experiences the interns were also enroU<3d in 
courses in educational psychology, curriculum and instruction, secondary education, 
^md academic subject areas* 

lime Table 

In order to use the available staff efficiently and to provide pre-intemship training 
i 'i c the class of 140 trainees majoring in eight different subject matter areas, a time 
tab.’e of micro -teaching experienc;?!S was formulated. This time table attempted to 
incc:T5orate the technical skills of teaching described above into a pedagogically sound 
franievork* This framework net only included a schedule of classroom training, but. 
also opportunity for fuxcher experlTaental investigation and development of the micro- 




teaching concept* 
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1st Week: 


Lecturing techniques and presenting skills 


2nd Week: 


Pre»*instructional procedures 


3rd Week: 


Controlling techxiiques and procedures 


4ih Week: 


Mid-term examinations break 


5th Week;\ 


Discussion skills 


! Micro 


\ 


6th Week: >Class ^ 


Consolidation skills 


7th Week:-/ 


Evaluation skills 



Included were two experimental designs. During the 2nd wedc an experiment 
investigating methods of training teachers in task direiction sfcUls was performed. 

During the 7th we^ a dual purpose experiment investigating explaining behaviors, 
and performance reliability in respect to student appraisal of teaching was conducted. 

The Micjco ‘‘teaching cUnic was held in eight classrooms located on Stanford’s 
loner Quad. Of these eight classrooms, four of them contained video-tape units, 
pach of the eight classrooms were standardly equipped with regard to blackboards, 

Sudio -visual equipment, and desks. 

The Micro -teaching students were recaiiited from local high schools and were 
trained for a period of six hours in the use of the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal 
Ouide. These students were paid for their participation during the summer. Teams of 
ftnir Students of the same grade level with mixed ability composition (^ades 8-11) 
ww:e assigned to each of the Micro -teaching rooms. They were rotated after each 
lesson so the reteach sequence would be taught to a different, but comparable team. 

The Stanford supervisors were doctoral students selected for their teaching 
competence In their respective subject matter fields. Each Stanford supervisor was 
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assigned a group of intenis (4 to 9 interns each) in his area of teaching competency. 
This supervisor served a variety of functions. Among these were: (1) resource 
person, (2) advisor, (3) interpreter of student feedback, (4) rater, and (5) general 
morale booster. 

These video-tape units are portable recording instruments which make possible 
a visual and audio tape of the teaching performance. These tapes are available for 
immediate replay by trained technicians and are used as stimulus objects during 
the supervisory conferences. 

Description of Structure and Format 

On the first day of the Micro -teaching clinic each of the 140 interns taught a 
five minute diagnostic lesson. The purposes of thiti first diagnostic lesson was to 
get an evaluation of die interns’ beginning performance, and to expose the interns 
to the Stanford video-tape and supervisory system. The evaluation ratings of the 
interns* performance were made by both a Micro -teaching student team axid a Stanford 
supervisor on the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide. 

After the diagnostic lesson was taught the interns were scheduled to micro - 
teach two teach -reteach cycles a week for three weeks. Prior to the first cycle each 
we^ the interns received one hour of instruction in a teaching skill to be emphasized 
during that week. Two five minute lessons were scheduled to be taught in a teach- 
reteach cycle. Each cycle, although independent of video -recording, allowed for one 
teach-reteach cycle to be video-taped each week. This cycle consisted of: (1) a five- 
minute lesson taught to a new team of students and observed by a Stanford supervisor 
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(2) a jEive minute supervisory conference; (3) another five minute lesson taught to a 
new team of students and observed by the assigned supervisors; and (4) followed by 
another supervisory conference. 

At the end of the first three wedcs there was a one week break, Durhig 
this 4th week the interns were given a week of rest from Micro -teaching and some 
instruction for classroom discipline techniques. Also during this 4th wedc the interns 
were organized into te?.m teaching groups in their subject matter areas in preparation 
for micro -teaching during the 5th, 6th, and 7th weeks. 

Concurrently t/ie staff was engaged in ironing out administrative details for 
the coordination of the t!iree remaining summer training programs: (1) the final 
micro-teaching for the 5th, 6th, and 7th weeks; (2) the Tutor program which consisted 
of each intern tutoring a local high school student for a three week period; and (3) 
an observation program providing opportunities for the interns to visit local summer 
high school classrooms* 

The 5th, 6th, and 7tfa weeks of Micro -teaching presented a different format 
than the first three weeks* During these last three weeks the interns were organized 
into team teaching groups* In each group there were between 2 to 5 interns* Bach 
group pr^ared a twelve day teaching unit under the direction of an assigned super- 
visor* The prepared unit was taught to the same student team for the entire twelve 
days* At the end of this period the students were evaluated by the interns* Ibe 
teaching load was distributed equally among the interns in die form of 20-25 minute 
lessons with supervisory conferences of similar length following* 
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jPescriptioxi of Content 

First Week 

The skills emphasized during the first week were directed toward the 
acquisition of communication skills tirtoug-? lecturing. The instruction consisted 
of examples and techniques of lecturing including content organization and use of 
visual aids. 

Second Week 

This week's micro -teaching sessions were directed toward the proper 
initiation of filmstrips, homework assignments, discussion sessions, moviesi 
reading assignments, etc* The instruction contained examples of initiating behavior 
and guidelines for orientation, set, and task direction. 

Third Week 

The concern of the third weak was the skill of handling minor disciplinary 
disturbances witih minimal classroom interference. A student role-playing program 

I 

built around die identification of cues to inattention and possible disciplinaary problems, 
and supplemented by descriptions of alternative teacher actions was used to achieve 
this goal. 

Micro -class! 5ths 6th, and 7th Weeks 

The puri:K)se of the twelve day micro-class was to give the interns an oppojrtunity 
to plan and teach a unit in theii" subject areas . Tliey had the opportunity to teach their 
unit to one class of micro -teaching students for the entire twelve days* In tiiis manner 
the interns were able to devise evaluative instruments to see how well the students had 
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l<^med the materials presented to them* Tlds also gave the interns the opportMmty to 
teach longer lessons than they had in. the :Qrst three wedcs* The length of the Ifessons 
taught during these twelve day micro -classes were 20-25 minutes,, with a 20 minute 
discussion of the lesson by the supervisor and the interns In that particular team 
teaching group. The format for these discussions were Appraisal Guide forms 
critiquing the lesson mied out by the mjcro-class students, the intern who taught the 
lesson, the other interns in the team teaching group, and the Stanford supervisor* 

Every other day of this twelve day period the 20 minute lesson was video-taped and 
used by the supervisor and interns for reviewing strong and weak points of the lesson* 

Criterion Instrument 

Throughout the six weeks of micro -teacliing two types of crlterfon instruments 
were used* The Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide and individual reports 
of the emphasized each week were filled out by both the student teams and the 
supervisors* The individual reports appeared in the form of questionnaires ackhig 
for data related to the skill being demonstrated by the intern. The Stanford Teacher 
Competence Appraisal Guide consists of a thirteen item, seven-interval, forced-choice 
scale biased toward superior ratings to eUminate J-curve effects* This appraisal guide 
is now in the second year of usage and has been subjected to much statistical study* 

The guide as such is the evolution of some seven years of Stanford experimentation 
with and revision of teaching competence scales. The scale as such consists of 
thirteen, semi-independent items constructed from the results of a factor analysis on 
a guide composed of twenty-four items. In several studies the guide has had adequate 
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reliability over items and has been connected with student test performance in an anaiyOils 
of covariance test# ^ 



Analysis of Data 

Hie statistical analysis of the summer micro -teacliing data was made upon the 
thirteen items of the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide. These thirteen 
items are: 



1# QarStyofAims 
2. Appropriateness of Aims 
3# Organi25ation of the Lesson 
4* Selectton of Content 
5# Selection of Materials 
6o Beginning the Lesson 
7# Clarity of Presentation 
8. Pacing of the Lesson 
9* Pupil Participation and Attention 
10* Ending the Lesson 

11. Teacher-Pupil Rapport 

12. Variety of jEvaluative Procedures 

13. Use of Evaluation to Improve Teachiiig 

The scores for these items were obtained from micro -teaching student ratings 
fltiH Stanford supervisor ratings The statistical analysis included both an overall 



analysis of tbe 1st diagnostic and the final diagnostic, and a sequential analysis evaluating 

^AUen, DwlAt W. and Fortune, Jimmie C., An Analysis o f Micim-Teaclang; A New 
in Teacher Education, Stanford University, Stanford, Callforma, 1S65. 
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weeldy results. With the exception of the two experimental designs included during the 
2nd and 7th weeks of the clinic, pretest-post-test analysis of variance and one-way 
analysis of covariance with the first diagnostic ratings as the covariant provided the 
statistical instruments of analysis. Tables I and n record the means obtaii^ over the 
clinical period. 

Overall change was measured by a series of one-way analysis of variance on 
diagnostic ratings comparing pre-test and post-test means. Both diagnostic tests were 
of the same five minute format. TTie post-test diagnostic showed some regression 
effects from the 6th week ratings. These effects can be explained by the five nainute 
format of the diagnostic in comparison to the twenty minute format of the 6th week. 

A hypothesis to be tested in later micro -teaching study is that this change of format 
generated some neglect in preparation which resulted in a lower quality of teaching. 

A comparison of the first diagnostic lesson with the last diagnostic lesson 
based on the students* ratings showed an increase in nine Appraisal Guide items slgni- 
ficanl; to the .01 level. The items which did not show change were item 1, item 6, ani 
item 12. In the case of item 1 the lack of change has not been rationalized. Item 6 
probably failed to change due to tbe change of rapport between the interns and the 
micra -teaching students resulting fram the exchange of pleasantries prior to the 
begilnuiitg of the micro -teaching lessons, items 12 and 13 are almost totally unobserv- 
^le in the shortened lesson format and are usually left unrated by the observers. 

Rifwttay changes between the first diagnostic lesson and the last diagnostic 
occurred on the Stanford supervisors* ratings. Items 1 through 12 showed an increase 
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in ratings significant to the *01 level. The results of the students' and supervisors' 
ratings on the two diagaostic lessons are given in Tables JU and IV. 

Individual item change are reported for each week. Tliere axe several points 
of escpected regression such as for the teach sequence of Week Three where the studesits 
v/ere asked to role-^Lay acts c»t misbehavior rather than react naturally as students, 
^.agardlep*’ cf oiese j i cf regrepsion the weekly change reports indicate positive 
e*u6Ci^8 of tralni^ i^c1£lc items. 

W** K ONE «* Lectuadng techniques and presenting skills 

Both the t€?ch and reteach of Wedc One were tested against the first diagnostic 
lesson and improvement on the students' ratings of both the teach and reteach lessons 
were significant at the .01 level on items 2, 3» 4, 5. 7, 8, 9$ 10» il« 12 and at the .05 
level on items 1 and 6. Similar correlations were found for supervisors. An analysis 
of Week One may be found in Table V • 

WEEK TWO 

During Week Two an expexilment to investigate the teaching of initiating 
bdbaviors was carried out. This experiment consisted of four methods of teaching 
set and task direction behaviors. 7ihe interns were randomly sorted into four groups 
of approximately thirty each and each group received instruction under a different format. 
The analysis of the data consisted of an analysis of covariance on each appraisal guide 
article using the previous week's reteach scores as a covariant. Student ratings made 
up the criteria data. The results were inconclusive. 
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WEEKS TI^IlEE - Ere-ij^strzictional procedures and controlling techniques 

end p:roc.e«bn‘es 

Intern progres*? \k\s aiuylyzedfoic Weeks Two and Three simultaneously with 
Week One student ratings tl'e base. K/ae of analysis# For Week Two items 

1, 2, 3# 6, 1 and 8 showed no (. i.ani'e frc T . One, while items 4, 5, and 12 showed 

some regression effect# Items 9, 10, an< ^ X v?^:‘d improvement over the first we^# 

Because of disciplinary roie**piaying by the £ *’iden.i'‘5 d’lr^j’.g V/eek Three the students* 
ratings showed a married regression from Week (>''.e*s rollings# These findings are 
summarized in Table VI# 

The supervisors* rtitrr'gs indicated similar trends; however, larger and more 
consistent item ratings are reported the second week, and the regression effects of 
the third week appear less severe with more tendency for recovery# 

WEEKS FIVE AND SIX « Discussion skills and consolidation skills 

Week Five and Week Six were compared with V/eek Three as a basetine in the 
same manner that Weeks Two and Three were compared with Week One# Week Five 
showed improvement in all 13 items significant at the .01 level# Week Six showed 
improvement in items 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 13 significant at the #01 level# There was 
no change in items 1, 2, 3, 8^ 9, 11, 12# These results are summarized in Table VII# 
The supervisors* ratings showed a somewhat different pattern for Week Six than did 
the students* ratings# The supervisors* scores were smaller but still sigaificant 
(p <^01) F "ratios were found for the thirteen items. Jlt^xmeBXL changes, however, were 
somewhat different for the two weeks. See Table vr ,., 
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Conclusions 

Hie Micro “teachixig clinic produced significant behavior changes in teacher 
education candidates, an objective measure of valuable experience over the period of 
prelntemship* From a questionnaire designed to evaluate student acceptance of 
micro -teaching. Table IX was completed. This table indicates that less than 15% 
of the interns reported that the experience was of little or no value. In every week 
(except the Saturday e 3 q>erimental sessions) micro -teaching was felt to be either very 
or extremely valuable by more than 60% of the interns returning the questionnaires. 

From the analysis of the 1965 summer micro-teaching clinic data the following 
general conclusions can be drawn: 

1. Nine of the first twelve appraisal guide items showed significant (p<«01) mean gain 
over the course of the six week clinic . This mean gain is indicative of substantial 

; intern improvement in the items showing change. 

2. Throughout the clinic the major teaching strategy involved the uses of student and 
supervisoiry feedback to achieve intern teaching change. This strategy again proved 
successful since 70% interns reported the usefulness of stipervisory feedback and 
24% reported the usefulness of student feedback. 

3. The 1965 micro -teaching data and results tend to replicate earlier findings in the 
1963 and 1964 clinics previously reported to AERAl, Febniary, 1965. These results 
affirmed the effectiveness of ttiose teaching skills reported in 1965 wliich were 
previously identified and studied in the earlier clinics. 

4. TraiiUng in the use of the Stanford Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide seems to 
help stabilize the ratings as is seen in the similarity of ratings made by different 
groups of students on the teach-reteach cycles of the first three wedts. 



o 




I EMC 




c 

am 

tBL 



o 

ERIC 






_j (a 



TABLi^ m 

First DjLagnostic vs« Last Djagnostic 



i 

I'l 

It 


Item (Appraisal Guide) F. Ratio 


Significance 


Lasrgest Mean 




1 


2.07 


NS 




» - ■3 


2 


14.69** 


.01 


Post-test 




3 


30.45** 


.01 


Post-test 




4 


20.18** 


.01 


Post-test 


«» 


5 


19.79** 


o 

• 


Post-test 


U 

c. a 


6 


0.01 


NS 




CT t> 

il 

f: 

>.r; * 


7 


54.27** 


.01 


Post-test 


CJ « 


8 


17.19** 


1 

! . 

o 

1— 


Post-test 


^ « 


9 


23.59** 


.01 


Post-test 


)! 

1! 

CJ « 


10 


10.28** 


o 

o 


Post-test 


f! 


il 


34.72** 


.01 


Post-test 


O M 


12 


0.93 


NS 




c» n 

II 

CSC- M 


• 


*F(1, 269) i 3.88 p<.05 

•*F(1,269) S6.75 p<.01 
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TABLE IV 



Supervisors Rating 



Item (Appraisal Guide) 


F. Ratio 


Significance 


Largest Mean 


1 


45.90* ** 


aOl 


Post-test 


2 


13o.80** 


• 

o 


Post-test 


3 


70<,00** 


«01 


Post-test 


4 


87,47** 


.01 


Post-test 


5 


48.91** 


.01 


Post-test 


6 


55.85** 


O 

0 


Post-test 


7 


79.64** 


.01 


Post-test 


8 


89.92** 


.01 


Post-test 


9 


103.71** 


1 

i 

O 

• 


Post-test 


10 


60.47** 


.01 


Post-test 


11 


89.99** 


.01 


Post-test 


12 


18.69** 


.01 


Post-test 



*F(1,267) 23.88 p <.05 

•*F(l,267)26.75p<.01 



